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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL COUNSELOR LEADERSHIP 
PRACTICES AND COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
by 
Erin Chase McCarty Mason 
 
Reform initiatives in education since the introduction of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
call for all educators to develop strategies to increase student achievement and improve 
school climate. School counselors are charged by their professional organizations to act 
as agents of change in their schools and to demonstrate the effectiveness of their 
programs. To garner support for school counseling programs that cultivate positive 
results for students and schools, school counselors need to adopt a leadership mindset. 
The purpose of this exploratory study was to assess leadership practices of school 
counselors, and to analyze the relationships between demographics, experience, training, 
work setting, school counseling program implementation and leadership practices. This 
study addresses the need for understanding the way school counselor leadership promotes 
school counseling programs that contribute to positive student outcomes. Participants in 
this study were recruited through convenience sampling from a state school counseling 
association and completed a research packet including a demographic survey and two 
instruments, The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), Self Instrument, 3
rd
 edition by 
Kouzes and Posner (2003) and The School Counseling Program Implementation Scale 
(SCPIS) by Carey & Elsner (2006). Correlation analyses were used to describe 
relationships of demographic, training and work setting variables with leadership 
practices and program implementation. Analysis of variance examined mean differences 
and regression analyses assessed predictive qualities of identified relationships between 
the independent and dependent variables. Variables of age, experience, preparation and 
school setting were correlated with leadership practices and program implementation. 
Age, experience, size of school population and professional licensure predicted leader-
ship practices of school counselors. Experience predicted comprehensive program 
implementation. Results revealed statistically significant positive relationships between 
school counselor leadership practices and comprehensive program implementation. 
Model the Way (MTW) and Enable Others to Act (EOA) leadership practices predicted 
the level of school counseling program implementation. 
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CHAPTER 1 
THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
This chapter includes an introduction to the problem, problem statement, 
rationale, research questions, and purpose and significance of the research. This chapter 
also includes definitions of terms, a statement of assumptions and limitations, and an 
overview of the study. 
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (U.S. Department of Education, 
2001) has spurred reform movements which continue to reshape, redefine and reinvent 
the landscape of education in the United States. With a strong emphasis on improving 
student achievement, state and school system superintendents send a message that is loud 
and clear: Educators in K-12 public schools must show results and must make them 
public domain (Center for Education Policy, 2007; The Education Trust, 2003b; U.S. 
Department of Education). Student achievement under NCLB is defined by clear student 
outcome data, such as improved standardized test scores, higher graduation rates, lowered 
dropout rates, higher school attendance rates, lowered discipline referrals and an increase 
in students engaged in advanced curricula (U.S. Department of Education). This study 
had as its backdrop the current educational and political climate of the United States and 
aimed to contribute to the understanding of the role of the school counselor and the 
comprehensive school counseling program within the context of education reform since 
NCLB. 
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No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
The NCLB Act of 2001 is a controversial topic among educators, politicians, and 
the general public. The impetus for NCLB came from the ever-increasing demands for 
U.S. students to perform in a society that is increasingly more dependent on information 
access and ever-evolving technologies. According to The Education Trust (2003b), 
founded in 1990 by the American Association of Higher Education, U.S. schools lag 
behind other countries in student achievement, school completion and in providing 
quality education, primarily with respect to minority and low-income students. The 1990s 
showed an alarming widening of achievement gaps which demonstrated that U.S. African 
American and Latino students in high school performed at the same reading and math 
levels as their 8th grade White peers (The Education Trust, 2006). Most disturbing in the 
late 1990s was the news that the United States was the only country to have lower 
literacy and advanced education rates among its younger, rather than its older 
demographic (The Education Trust). NCLB was introduced to increase academic 
standards, establish school system accountability and reporting measures, ensure quality 
curriculum and teaching, and address the needs of students in minority and low income 
groups. 
The main thrust of NCLB is a focus on improving student achievement. Student 
achievement, under this reform effort, is measured primarily by state and national 
standardized tests. Rates of attendance and discipline referrals serve as secondary 
indicators of student achievement. Students in grades 3-8 must be tested each year and 
those in grades 10-12 must be tested at least once. Cutoff scores are set by each state each 
year with a focus on reading, math and science. State and school test score data is 
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disaggregated by student groups based on race, gender, socioeconomic status, ability 
status, and English Language proficiency. States then determine acceptable proficiency 
levels for all schools. State schools, by their test score data, do not meet, meet, or exceed 
these proficiency levels. Schools that meet or exceed these levels are considered to have 
made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Schools that do not meet standards have not 
made AYP are considered to need improvement. Schools that do not make AYP must 
provide provisions such as extra academic services and transportation for students who 
wish to transfer to other schools. In chronic cases of failing to meet AYP, schools are 
subject to replacement of school staff or restructured management. Schools that do make 
AYP are eligible to apply for state and national recognitions (The White House, 2002). 
Although NCLB has been law for several years, the educational community has 
yet to see its long-term effects. The mandates are still being negotiated and navigated by 
individual states (Aspen Institute, 2007; Center for Education Policy, 2007). In the midst 
of the drive for educator accountability, there is still much debate both in and out of the 
education field about whether or not NCLB is worthwhile (Aspen Institute; Center for 
Education Policy). The Center of Education Policy researched the impact of NCLB on 
student achievement. The researchers report the following as one of their major 
conclusions: 
Although test scores have gone up since the enactment of NCLB, it is 
difficult to say whether or to what extent they have gone up because of 
NCLB. It is nearly impossible to isolate a cause-and-effect relationship 
between NCLB and test score trends when states, school districts, and 
schools have simultaneously implemented many different yet 
interconnected reforms. (p. 7) 
NCLB is recent legislation and has resulted in specific reform efforts. Educators and 
educational leaders themselves are still dealing with the day to day challenges reform 
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efforts bring in local schools and do not yet have the perspective that gives way to 
understanding longitudinal outcomes (Selwyn, 2007). 
This accountability driven climate in U.S. schools has changed the delivery of 
educational services and the preparation of educators and educational leaders (Selwyn, 
2007). State departments of education and school boards are charged to adopt curriculum 
standards, provide quality professional learning, improve school facilities, and update 
technologies. School systems are charged to implement “best practices” in classroom 
instruction, provide more remediation and advanced placement courses, and address the 
needs of changing demographics in their communities. Furthermore, local and federal 
budget cuts and constraints put educational leaders to task in evaluating the worth of 
various personnel positions and programs, including school counseling (Stone & Dahir, 
2007). 
School Counseling’s Response to NCLB 
In 2001, when NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2001) was enacted and the 
resulting reforms launched, school counseling was not included (Herr, 2002; House & 
Hayes, 2002; Martin, 2002). The response from national school counseling associations 
was to highlight assertively the profession for the political and educational powers at the 
federal level. Being left out of reform movements was a sign that school counseling 
needed to pursue its right to be at the school reform table and to advocate for school 
counselors’ unique contributions to school improvement (Herr; House & Hayes). 
In response, these national school counseling organizations have demonstrated 
leadership in recent years by influencing legislation and launching initiatives to 
strengthen school counseling’s professional identity. One such initiative within school 
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counseling was the introduction of the American School Counselor Association National 
Model: A Framework for Comprehensive School Counseling Programs (American 
School Counselor Association [ASCA], 2003). This model is the first model for school 
counseling programs to be endorsed, published, and marketed by the ASCA, the largest 
organization representing school counselors. The ASCA Model is widely recognized 
within the profession and represents the most current model for school counselor program 
functioning.  
Comprehensive school counseling programs. The ASCA Model is not an entirely 
new concept but rather a coalescing and renewal of several important developments 
within the field, chiefly, the concept of the comprehensive school counseling program. 
The original concept of the comprehensive school counseling program came out in 1981 
(Gysbers & Moore, 1981) and has been refined since that time. Comprehensive school 
counseling programs are a vehicle for systematically delivering school counseling 
services to all students in the areas of academic, career and personal/social needs. 
Researchers suggests that comprehensive school counseling programs are more desirable 
for contributing to student achievement over disjointed interventions (Borders & Drury, 
1992; Napierkowski & Parsons, 1995; Nicoli, 1994). There is, however, a general need in 
the school counseling field for more research on effective school counseling interventions 
including comprehensive programs (Otwell & Mullis, 1997; Whiston, 2002; Whiston & 
Sexton, 1998). However, those studies investigating comprehensive school counseling 
programs do indicate positive contributions to student outcomes, such as advanced course 
enrollment patterns, student test scores, student grades, student school satisfaction and 
variables of school climate and safety (Dimmit, 2003; Gybers & Hughey, 1993; Lapan, 
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Gysbers & Petroski, 2001; Lapan, Gysbers & Sun, 1997; Nelson & Gardner, 1998; Sink 
& Stroh, 2003). These positive outcomes clearly align with the goals of NCLB and recent 
educational reform efforts.  
Comprehensive school counseling programs vary in the extent to which they are 
implemented (Gysbers, Lapan & Blair, 1999). A comprehensive school counseling 
program, by definition, capitalizes school counselors’ time in direct services to students 
through broader and frequent group interventions, such as classroom guidance. Broader 
school counseling interventions to address the needs of all students may then take school 
counselors away from more traditional roles as quasi-therapists, quasi-administrators or 
clerical managers (Beale, 2004; Kirchner & Setchfield, 2001; Nichter & Nelson, 2006). 
School counselors may face resistance to implementing a comprehensive model from 
administrators, parents, teachers or even colleagues because it means a change in school 
counselor role, functioning and perception.  
School counselor leadership. School counseling practitioners may simultaneously 
feel pressure from national professional movements to implement models such as the 
ASCA model and pressure from those in their work setting to remain in traditional roles. 
If the school counselor heeds the call of implementing a comprehensive program and 
thereby desires to make the shift, the practitioner must set out to help stakeholders 
understand the potential benefits of a comprehensive model. This process of influencing 
school stakeholders for the purposes of implementing a school counseling program that 
contributes to school improvement and student achievement was this study’s definition of 
school counselor leadership. Because all educators are working toward improved student 
outcomes and because evidence suggests comprehensive school counseling programs 
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contribute to improved student outcomes, school counselors must persuade stakeholders 
to get on board with comprehensive programs. Northouse says (2004), “Leadership is a 
process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common 
goal” (p. 3). For the individual school counselor, making a case for or enacting a fully 
implemented comprehensive school counseling program may require new or enhanced 
skills in leadership.  
Problem Statement 
Since enactment of the NCLB Act of 2001, national school counseling efforts call 
for school counselors to practice leadership so as to demonstrate the role comprehensive 
school counseling programs play in improving student achievement and school climate. 
However, little is known about the practices of school counselor leadership at the local 
school level. Furthermore, there is no research examining the relationship between 
leadership practices of school counselors and comprehensive school counseling pro-
grams. Leadership has not traditionally been a concept connected to school counseling. 
Recent national initiatives make it clear that leadership is now an indispensable tool for 
school counselors (House & Hayes, 2002; House & Martin, 1998; Paisley & McMahon, 
2001). Currently, there are no clear or established profiles of school counselor leadership. 
It is unknown what professional preparation, work experience, school setting, or 
individual variables contribute to school counselor leadership. It is neither known what 
leadership behaviors are typically practiced by school counselors nor those that are 
typically not practiced. It is unknown which practices contribute to implementing a 
comprehensive school counseling program or which practices, if any, impede imple-
mentation. 
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The literature that does discuss leadership in school counseling is mainly concep-
tual and only two qualitative studies have addressed the issue of school counselor leader-
ship (i.e., Amatea & Clark, 2005; Bemak, 2000). No quantitative studies examining 
school counselor leadership have been published at this date. In this study, I sought to fill 
the gap in the research by examining the relationship between school counselor leader-
ship practices and comprehensive program implementation. Little is known about 
leadership at the practitioner level or about how practitioner leadership influences the 
type of school counseling services that are delivered. For school counseling to better 
promote student achievement and positive school climate, more must be known about 
school counselor leadership at the local school level that contributes to counseling 
programs that positively impact students and schools. 
Research Questions 
1. Is there a relationship between leadership practices of school counselors 
and specific variables such as professional training, experience, school 
setting, age or gender? 
2. Is there a relationship between comprehensive school counseling program 
implementation and specific variables such as professional training, 
experience, school setting, age or gender? 
3. Is there a relationship between school counselor leadership practices and 
comprehensive program implementation? (e.g. are higher scores for 
leadership an indication of more fully implemented comprehensive 
programs?) 
9 
 
Definitions of Terms 
The following terms and their corresponding definitions were used throughout 
this investigation. 
Accountability 
“Responsibility for one’s actions, particularly for objectives, procedures and 
results of one’s work and program; involves an explanation of what has been done. 
Responsibility for counselor performance, program implementation and results” (ASCA, 
2003, p. 150). 
Student Achievement 
Under NCLB, defined as measurable student outcome data: improved 
standardized test scores, higher graduation rates, lowered dropout rates, higher school 
attendance rates, lowered discipline referrals, increase in students engaged in advanced 
curricula (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). 
ASCA National Model for School Counseling Programs (2003) 
This model is the current framework for comprehensive school counseling 
program and includes the following elements: 
The foundation provides the what of the program, discussing what every 
student will know and be able to do” (p.22) and includes “beliefs and 
philosophy . . . mission . . . . domains . . . ASCA National Standards and 
competencies. (p. 22) 
The delivery system addresses how the program will be implemented” 
(p.22) and includes the “guidance curriculum . . . individual student 
planning . . . responsive services . . . systems support. (p. 22) 
The management system addresses the when (calendar and action plan), 
why (use of data) and on what authority (management agreement and 
advisory council) the program will be implemented [and includes] 
management agreements…advisory council…use of data . . . action plans 
. . . use of time . . . calendars. (pp. 22-23) 
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The accountability system answers the question: “How are students 
different as a result of the program?” (p. 23) [and includes] results reports 
. . . school counselor performance standards . . . program audit. (p. 24) 
Also central to the model, “ASCA incorporates the four themes of leadership, advocacy, 
collaboration and systemic change as part of the framework for the ASCA National 
Model (The Education Trust, 1997, as cited in ASCA, 2003, p. 24). Additionally, this 
model is “implemented by a state credentialed school counselor . . . conducted in 
collaboration . . . monitors student progress . . . driven by data . . . seeks improvement . . . 
and shares successes” (p.16). 
Comprehensive school counseling program 
An integral part of the total educational program that helps every student acquire 
the skills, knowledge and attitudes in the areas of academic, career and personal/social 
development that promote academic achievement and meet developmental needs (ASCA, 
2003, p. 150). 
Leadership 
Leadership is a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to 
achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2004, p. 3). The ASCA model defines leadership 
this way, “school counselors serve as leaders who are engaged in systemwide change to 
ensure student success” (ASCA, 2003, p. 24). 
Leadership practices 
A “learnable set of practices, accessible to anyone” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002a, 
p. xxvii). Kouzes and Posner posit five primary practices of leadership: Model the Way 
(e.g., Find your voice by clarifying your personal values; set the example by aligning 
actions with shared values); Inspire a Shared Vision (e.g., envision the future by 
imagining exciting and ennobling possibilities; enlist others in a common vision by 
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appealing to shared aspirations); Challenge the Process (e.g., search for opportunities by 
seeking innovative ways to change, grow, and improve; experiment and take risks by 
constantly generating small wins and learning from mistakes); Enable Others to Act (e.g., 
foster collaboration by promoting cooperative goals and building trust; strengthen others 
by sharing power and discretion); and Encourage the Heart (e.g., recognize contributions 
by showing appreciation for individual excellence; celebrate the values and victories by 
creating a spirit of community. 
Purpose 
The primary purpose of this exploratory study was to identify leadership practices 
of school counselors and to measure their relationship to comprehensive program imple-
mentation. If there were patterns in school counselor leadership and school counseling 
program implementation, such data might make it clearer as to which leadership variables 
contribute to more fully implemented comprehensive school counseling programs. As 
research suggests that comprehensive programs evidence positive student outcomes, it 
would be helpful to know which, if any, leadership variables accompany such outcomes. 
For the leadership efforts of the national school counseling movements to take full 
effect, they must be enacted at the local level by school counseling practitioners. Some 
researchers contend that leadership can be taught and is not simply an inherent set of 
traits only endowed to a few (Kouzes & Posner, 2002a; Northouse, 2004). Assisting 
school counselors in developing their leadership identity at the preservice stage may 
afford them the best opportunity to understand how their leadership practices will affect 
the type of program they deliver once they are in the field. Practitioners already in the 
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field may benefit from professional development on leadership so that they can use new 
practices to strengthen the impact of existing programs. 
Increased school counselor leadership at the local school level has the power to 
build a critical mass of comprehensive school counseling programs which adds to 
positive student outcomes and in which all students have access to opportunities and 
services that enhance their academic, career and personal/social development (Campbell 
& Dahir, 1997). The leadership of school counseling organizations at the national level, 
together with strong practitioner leadership at the local level and well-implemented 
school counseling programs, has the greatest potential impact on student success in the 
United States. 
Significance of the Study 
As a response to education reform, the field of school counseling is undergoing 
dramatic transformations (ASCA, 2003, 2005; DeVoss & Andrews, 2006; Stone & Dahir, 
2007). These transformations have made and continue to make strides in improving 
school counselor functioning, school counselor preparation, and the overall perception of 
school counselors in the larger educational environment (Lieberman, 2004; Mallory, 
2007; Stone & Dahir; Studer, Oberman, & Womack, 2006). National initiatives have 
been established to transform the role of the school counselor into one that is aligned 
closely with the reforms in education (Herr, 2001, 2002; House & Hayes, 2002). These 
national initiatives include the ASCA National Standards (Campbell & Dahir, 1997), The 
Education Trust’s Transforming School Counseling Initiative (TSCI), The ASCA (2003) 
National Model for School Counseling Programs, and the Center for School Counseling 
Outcome Research (CSCOR) at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. Such 
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initiatives have created the opportunity for school counselors to be more fully present at 
the education table and for school counselor leaders and scholars to partake in 
conversations about the future of education reform (House & Hayes). 
Following these initiatives, federal and state legislation, guided by professional 
counseling organizations, has been introduced to fund additional positions, clarify the 
role of the school counselor and align school counseling programs with the ASCA 
National Standards and the ASCA National Model (Campbell & Dahir, 1997; Office of 
the Governor of California, 2006). According to ASCA, which represents more than 
20,0000 school counselors world wide, 30 of the 50 U.S. states have mandates for school 
counseling positions for students in kindergarten through 12
th
 grade, and 34 states have 
formally adopted comprehensive school counseling programs based on the ASCA 
National Model (ASCA, 2007). 
As NCLB comes up for reauthorization, policymakers are considering needed 
changes to the law (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). Going into the reauthorization 
of NCLB, school counseling already has gained tremendous support from the U.S. House 
of Representatives because of the consistent leadership and lobbying of ASCA and the 
American Counseling Association (ACA). In the summer of 2007, a House Appropria-
tions subcommittee approved spending for the Elementary and Secondary School 
Counseling Program at a record-breaking increase of more than 75% over the previous 
year’s budget (ASCA, 2007). Another bill was introduced, also in the House, to fund 
additional school counselors for at-risk schools to help reduce student dropout rates 
(Library of Congress, 2007). However, more work is still needed at the federal and state 
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levels to ensure that all students have access to appropriate, comprehensive school 
counseling services. 
Such critical shifts in the field have impelled school counselors towards an 
accountability orientation in which they develop, implement, and evaluate their programs 
using school wide data and technology. Increased collaboration with other educators and 
support staff is greatly recognized as a desirable practice for school counselors for the 
purpose of maximizing resources to serve students (Bemak, 2000; Dimmit, 2003; Martin 
2002). Advocacy is yet another recommended tool for school counselors to assure that 
local school practices are fair and equitable for all students. Furthermore, these shifts 
challenge school counselors not only to participate in school improvement but also to 
lead initiatives that address academic achievement, equity in education and school 
climate (Myers, 2006; Studer et al., 2006). 
School counseling scholars, counselor educators, and district and state school 
counseling supervisors have spearheaded these acts of national leadership. What is 
needed for school counseling to continue gaining strength is leadership from within the 
practitioners themselves at the grass roots level (Baker, 2001). The leadership, advocacy, 
collaboration and systemic change (ASCA, 2003; Martin, 2002) efforts of these national 
groups, done on behalf of school counselors, should translate to the local school level in 
the efforts of every school counselor to support his or her students through a program that 
influences student outcomes. 
The significance of this study lies in envisioning the transference of national 
leadership efforts to the individual practitioner level in the local school context. 
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Dr. Stanley Baker, reflecting on his 40 years in school counseling, had this to say about 
the future of the field in 2001, prior to NCLB: 
Obviously, there is considerable activity at the level where professional 
leaders and scholarly movers and shakers continuously strive to enhance 
and change school counseling for the better. On the other hand, I do not 
see enough going on at the grass roots level to convince me that things 
will be changing very much, very fast, very soon. (p. 81) 
School counselors with an understanding of their leadership practices, compared to those 
without, may be more likely to find their place at the local school improvement table. 
School counselors with an understanding of their leadership practices, compared to those 
without, may be more likely to advocate for their programs and critically evaluate 
program results. School counselors are in a unique position to address achievement gaps 
and opportunity gaps for students (Martin, 2002). School counselors are in a unique 
position to impact school climate and school safety (Hernandez & Seem, 2004). School 
counselors have expertise distinct from teachers and administrators that make them key 
players in school improvement (Amatea & Clark, 2005).  
Assumptions and Limitations 
This study was designed to provide further understanding about school counselor 
leadership practices and their relationship to the implementation of school counseling 
programs. However, certain limitations applied to this investigation. 
Assumptions 
For this study, I assumed the ASCA National Model for School Counseling 
Programs was the most current training framework for school counselors. It has been 
supported by the largest professional organization to represent school counseling. The 
ASCA National Model incorporates the influences of all the recent movements in school 
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counseling and emphasizes the two major constructs addressed in this study, leadership 
and comprehensive program implementation. 
Limitations 
The limitations of this study included restricting its sampling frame to 
practitioners in a single state. However, I believed that sampling from this particular state 
would allow for the greatest potential response rate. Data from this study could inform 
the counselor educators and department of education staff in this state of the status of 
leadership practices and program implementation of its school counselors. Such data can 
be used to develop future graduate preparation and professional development 
opportunities. 
Self-reporting may be an additional limitation to this research because self-
reporting is the only measurement technique being used. While Howard (1990) argues 
that the best way to manage the imperfections of any measurement strategy is to employ 
“methodological pluralism” (p. 292), self-report measures can have strong construct 
validity (Howard, 1994). 
One of the instruments used in this study was a relatively new instrument. How-
ever, it was the only instrument available measuring the construct of school counseling 
program implementation. While initial small samples indicate strong reliability, the lack 
of more complete information on the psychometric properties is also a limitation for this 
study. 
Overview of the Study 
In this exploratory study, I attempted to discover essential aspects of school 
counselor leadership by asking practitioners about leadership behaviors they demonstrate 
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at their local schools. For the purposes of this research, school counselor leadership at the 
local school, rather than at the district, state or organization level, is used as the leader-
ship variable. Participants were also asked to respond to questions about the extent to 
which their school counseling programs are implemented based on a comprehensive 
model. I examined the relationship between leadership practices of school counselors and 
comprehensive school counseling program implementation as defined by the ASCA 
National Model for School Counseling Programs. 
Participants in this study were sampled from a statewide school counseling 
conference held in November 2007 and through contacts with representatives of the state 
school counseling association. Consenting practitioners with master’s degree or higher 
completed a research packet containing a demographic form and two instruments, one 
instrument measuring leadership practices and one instrument measuring comprehensive 
school counseling program implementation. Data collected were analyzed to determine 
any relational or predictive factors between the measured demographic, leadership, and 
program implementation variables.  
In Chapter 2 of this study, I review the history of the profession of school 
counseling. I also address the evolution of school counseling programs and the role of the 
school counselor. Research on models of leadership and the applications of leadership 
constructs to school counseling are presented, and literature on leadership in school 
counselor preparation is also presented. 
In Chapter 3, I present the research methodology of the current study with 
reference to participant characteristics, instruments used, procedures and statistical 
analyses. In Chapters 4 and 5, I present the results of this investigation and a discussion 
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of the meaning and implications of relevant findings. Implications and suggestions for 
future research are also provided.
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
To support the importance of this study, in this chapter I present first the historical 
background of the school counseling profession. Second, I explore the evolution of 
school counseling programs and the evolution of the school counseling practitioner so as 
to set the stage for understanding the relationship between practitioner leadership and 
program implementation. Next, I look at the literature on leadership to identify existing 
models of leadership in other fields and the relevance for models of leadership specific to 
school counseling. I conclude this chapter with an analysis of leadership skill develop-
ment in school counseling, including its place in school counselor preparation and its 
connection to program implementation. 
A Brief History of the School Counseling Profession 
The Occupational Outlook Handbook (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007) 
defines school counselors as such:  
School counselors at all levels help students to understand and deal with 
social, behavioral, and personal problems. These counselors emphasize 
preventive and developmental counseling to provide students with the life 
skills needed to deal with problems before they occur and to enhance 
students’ personal, social, and academic growth. Counselors provide 
special services, including alcohol and drug prevention programs and 
conflict resolution classes. They also try to identify cases of domestic 
abuse and other family problems that can affect a student’s development. 
Counselors interact with students individually, in small groups, or with 
entire classes. They consult and collaborate with parents, teachers, school 
administrators, school psychologists, medical professionals, and social 
20 
 
workers in order to develop and implement strategies to help students be 
successful in the education system. (Nature of the Work, ¶ 3) 
The school counseling profession evolved out of the vocational guidance movement 
fathered by Frank Parsons during the early 1900s. The emphasis on occupational place-
ment services, testing, and assessment strongly influenced the early profile of school-
based “guidance” personnel (Gysbers, 2001; Herr, 2001; Lambie & Williamson, 2004). 
Early guidance classes, often delivered by teachers, incorporated character education, 
social skills, and career development (Gysbers; Paisley & Borders, 1995). Legislation of 
the 1950s, such as the National Defense Education Act, and later the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 were pivotal in creating school counseling positions 
and programs (Baker, 2001; Gysbers; Herr, 2001, 2002; Paisley & Borders). School 
counselors increased in numbers and came into their own with the birth of the American 
School Counselor Association in the 1950s. ASCA’s predecessors, the National 
Vocational Guidance Association (NVGA) and the American Personnel and Guidance 
Association (APGA), all used the Parsonian terminology of “guidance” (Gysbers; Herr, 
2002; Lambie & Williamson), which would later evolve to “professional school 
counseling.” During the 1960s the major influence in the counseling field was that of 
Carl Rogers and “client-centered” therapy. Because Rogers’s emphasis was on the thera-
peutic relationship, school counselors were then trained in clinical mental health 
techniques. However, as the years went by, school counselor preparation programs varied 
in their emphasis on the school counselor as educator or mental health service provider 
(Baker; Hatch & Bowers, 2002; Lambie & Williamson). 
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Confusion about What School Counseling Programs Provide 
The historical impact of vocational and mental health influences has, for many 
years, created confusion about the purpose of school counseling. The question of “what 
do school counselors do?” has remained a constant one to those both inside and outside 
the field. Understanding school counseling means understanding it as an “evolving 
specialty” (Paisley & Borders, 1995, p. 150) within a climate heavily affected by social, 
economic, and political trends (Herr, 2001, 2002; Paisley & Borders). School counseling 
is shaped by its parent field of counseling but also by the field of education. The question 
remains, do school counseling programs provide mental health services or educational 
services? Some scholars would argue that school counseling provides both and that the 
issue of an either/or stance is not appropriate for a field influenced continuously by 
multiple forces (Lambie & Williamson, 2004). 
Disparity In Training And Function 
Prior to the NCLB Act of 2001, many school counselors experienced a great 
disparity between what they were trained to do and what they actually did in the schools 
because of the continuing confusion about counselors’ educational or mental health focus 
(Lambie & Williamson, 2004; Paisley & McMahon, 2001). This disparity is due in part 
to the fact that often those school administrators who hire and supervise school coun-
selors at the local school level are not trained themselves as school counselors, nor have 
they had any training in the appropriate roles of school counselors (Paisley & Borders, 
1995). Such discrepancy still survives in some schools and the role confusion exists not 
only in the minds of principals, teachers, and the community but also in the minds of 
school counselors themselves (Bemak, 2000; Baker, 2001; Lambie & Williamson). To 
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put this problem in context, many school counselors, despite training in counseling skills, 
human development, consultation and program planning, are used in clerical, administra-
tive, or other inappropriate roles (e.g., student scheduling, standardize test administration, 
substitute teaching and student discipline; Baker; Burnham & Jackson, 2000; Paisley & 
McMahon; Lambie & Williamson). Further complicating the picture, as veteran and 
novice school counselors come to work together, it is likely that some have been trained 
to serve from a mental health foundation while others have been trained to serve from an 
educational framework. Consequently, school counseling programs may lack cohesive-
ness in design and delivery and therefore may be less effective. 
School counseling is a counseling specialty driven by the social and economic 
needs of the clients it serves and by the political structures of the educational realm (Herr, 
2001; Paisley & Borders, 1995). Spearheaded by scholars in the profession, several 
movements in school counseling have given way to cornerstone models that articulate an 
ideal portrait of school counseling programs. These developments have come into play in 
an effort to minimize the disparity between school counselor training and function. 
The Development of School Counseling Programs 
The following section outlines major markers in the development of school 
counseling programs. Spotlighting these markers draws connections between school 
counseling’s past, present and future. 
Comprehensive School Counseling Programs (CSCPs) 
An answer to the disparity in school counselor functioning was to standardize and 
structure the job functions of the school counselor so that there would be consistency in 
school counselor practice across the country. Gysbers and Moore (1981) began 
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developing the comprehensive school counseling model in the 1970s in response to an 
outdated pupil personnel services model of the 1930s (Borders & Drury, 1992; Gysbers, 
2001; Gysbers & Moore; Myrick, 1993). Pupil personnel services included those 
professionals in the school, such as the school counselor, school psychologist, nurse and 
social worker. The pupil personnel services model recognized the clinical service of 
counseling but left school counselors at the periphery of school functioning. It was this 
model that spurred the need for reinvention, a shift from a service-orientation to a 
program-orientation (Gysbers). 
The distinguishing feature of the comprehensive model is that the counseling 
program is an integral part of the educational context rather than an ancillary service 
(ASCA, 2003; Borders & Drury, 1992; Campbell & Dahir, 1997; Gysbers & Moore, 
1981). With a comprehensive model, services are delivered programmatically to all 
students rather than only to those few who enter the counseling office. Counseling 
services are developed and evaluated by data in a comprehensive model rather than by an 
unplanned, reactive orientation (ASCA, 2003; Gysbers, 2001; Gysbers & Moore). While 
responsive services are part of a comprehensive program, the chief mode of the program 
is primary prevention (Paisley & Borders, 1995). As Gysbers (2001) explains, “When 
guidance and counseling is conceptualized, organized and implemented as a program, it 
places school counselors conceptually and structurally in the center of education and 
makes it possible for them to be active and involved” (p. 103). Furthermore, with a 
comprehensive model, school counseling becomes outcome-driven rather than service-
driven (Herr, 2001). Researchers highlight the effectiveness of the components of 
comprehensive school counseling programs (Brigman & Campbell, 2003; Dimmit, 2003; 
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Gybers & Hughey, 1993; Lapan et al., 1997; Lapan et al., 2001; Nelson & Gardner, 1998; 
Sink & Stroh, 2003); however, continued research is needed. Because of their emphases 
on serving all students systematically and contributing to student outcomes, such as 
increased academic achievement, CSCPs are the nationally accepted model of school 
counseling programs. According to Sink and Macdonald (1998), in 1997, 24 out of the 41 
states they surveyed had implemented a comprehensive framework for their school 
counseling programs and 17 more states were working towards this goal. Many of these 
programs were modeled after the original developed by Gysbers and Moore (1981). 
ASCA (2007) reports that 34 states have comprehensive school counseling programs. 
The National Standards for School Counseling Programs 
Just as teachers have educational objectives and standards, so too do school 
counselors. Campbell and Dahir (1997) established The National Standards for School 
Counseling Programs to help school counseling programs achieve a common vision, a 
unified direction, and professional credibility. The ASCA National Standards support the 
tenets of the comprehensive program model by providing a framework of essential 
competencies for all students in developmentally appropriate domains. The ASCA 
National Standards include three primary domains; (a) academic development; (b) career 
development and (c) personal/social development with three standards under each 
domain (Campbell & Dahir). Under the standards are lists of student competencies 
including such items as improving academic self concept, achieving school success, 
improving learning, identifying career goals, developing career readiness, and acquiring 
interpersonal and personal safety skills. Such competencies clearly demonstrate how 
school counseling connects with the larger goals of school improvement. Below is an 
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example of the outline of a standard in the personal/social domain with the accompanying 
competencies from Campbell and Dahir’s work: 
Personal/Social Development: Standard B 
Students will make decisions, set goals, and take necessary action to achieve 
goals. 
Student Competencies 
Self-knowledge applications 
Students will: 
• use a decision-making and problem-solving model 
• understand consequences of decisions and choices 
• identify alternative solutions to a problem 
• develop effective coping skills for dealing with problems 
• demonstrate when, where, and how to seek help for solving problems and 
making decisions 
• know how to apply conflict resolution skills 
• demonstrate a respect and appreciation for individual and cultural 
differences 
• know when peer pressure is influencing a decision 
• identify long and short-term goals 
• identify alternative ways of achieving goals 
• use persistence in perseverance in acquiring knowledge and skills 
• develop an action plan to set and achieve realistic goals. (p. 21) 
With the standards, school counselors can be clear and intentional about ensuring that 
their services align with the recommended domains. These three domains demonstrate 
that school counselors serve students from both the educational and the mental health 
perspectives. School counseling programs guided by the ASCA National Standards can 
contribute positively to student achievement and school climate. 
The Education Trust’s Transforming School Counseling Initiative (TSCI) 
The Education Trust’s Transforming School Counseling Initiative followed the 
introduction of the ASCA National Standards and serves to focus on school counselor 
preparation. According to House and Martin (1998), TSCI holds that school counselors 
cannot and should not serve solely from a mental health model because of their large 
caseloads. The mental health model is primarily clinical and focused on serving clients 
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one at a time, an impossible task for school counselors who typically are assigned to 
hundreds of students. A more appropriate “new vision” for school counselors is one that 
has a systemic approach and focuses on removing barriers to academic achievement for 
all students (House & Martin; Pérusse & Goodnough, 2004). As the cornerstone of the 
National Center for Transforming School Counseling (NCTSC), TSCI works with 
counselor education programs, state school counseling organizations, and state 
departments of education to ensure that school counselors are included in education 
reform efforts and are empowered in their roles as leaders, advocates and systemic 
change agents. (The Education Trust, 2006; Paisley & Hayes, 2003). The NCTSC offers 
an annual summer leadership institute for school counseling professionals, supports 
school counseling research, and creates materials to advocate for the role of school 
counseling in education reform. The NCTSC works with more than 20 graduate school 
counselor education programs to support the role of the school counselor as a leader and 
school change agent.  
The ASCA National Model: A Framework for Comprehensive School Counseling 
Programs 
The ASCA National Model is the current nationally endorsed structure for all 
school counseling programs. The ASCA model supports and incorporates the concepts of 
the comprehensive program (Gysbers & Moore, 1981), the ASCA National Standards 
(Campbell & Dahir, 1997), and the leader, advocate and systemic change agent roles for 
school counselors promoted by TSCI (The Education Trust, 1996). The ASCA Model is a 
published guide and has an accompanying workbook to help school counselors with 
implementation (ASCA, 2003). 
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The ASCA Model divides the school counselor’s essential duties into the areas of 
guidance curriculum, individual planning, responsive services, and system support 
(Gysbers, 2001; ASCA, 2003). The role confusion of the past left many, both in and out 
of the field, asking the question, “What do school counselors do?” The ASCA Model 
clarifies the purpose of the school counseling program and helps explain the 
accountability shift in school counseling by posing this new question, “How are students 
different because of what school counselors do?” (ASCA, 2003; Hatch & Bowers, 2002). 
To answer this question, school counselors must, under the new model, use data to 
investigate student achievement, to understand school climate, and to evaluate their 
programs (ASCA; Hatch & Bowers). Accountability for school counselors is a new 
concept. Accountability means planning and implementing a program based on student 
and school needs, not based on whim or what has previously been done in a school. 
Accountability for school counselors means examining school-wide data such as 
standardized test scores, course enrollment patterns, grades, attendance rates, discipline 
referrals, as well as perceptual data from student, staff and community surveys. 
Additionally, school counselors use data at the end of these programs and interventions to 
show contribution to student success. Given all the variables that play a role in 
measurable student outcomes, program evaluation for school counselors should seek to 
show contribution to student success, not necessarily a direct causal relationship (Studer, 
2000). Using data also requires school counselors to use technology to compile, aggre-
gate, store, share and present data. The leader and advocate roles require political savvy 
and increased collaboration with teachers, administrators and other support personnel 
(Bemak, 2000; Dollarhide, 2003). For many veteran school counselors trained in a mental 
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health model that placed them in peripheral positions in their schools, being accountable 
means acquiring new skills not taught in graduate school. The ASCA Model, as it 
incorporates all the major developments of the school counseling program, challenges 
school counselors to take a different view of program implementation, to see the bigger 
picture, to be curious about the outcomes of their services, and to address student needs 
in a broader and more purposeful manner (Bemak).  
The Development of the School Counseling Practitioner 
The following section outlines changes in the school counseling practitioner based 
upon the development of school counseling programs. As school counseling programs 
change to meet the demands of national leadership and the accountability focus of NCLB, 
the profile of the school counselor may also need to change to meet these demands. The 
case is made for school counselors to adopt a leadership identity in order to advance pro-
fessional objectives and to promote positive student outcomes. 
Perceptions about the role of the school counselor are varied (Kirchner & 
Setchfield, 2001; Pérusse, Goodnough, Donegan, & Jones, 2004). Such varied 
perceptions are evident in the wide use of a variety of professional titles including 
“guidance counselor,” “school guidance counselor,” “school counselor,” and 
“professional school counselor” (Beale, 2006; Campbell & Dahir, 1997; Lambie & 
Williamson, 2004). Officially, ASCA endorses the title “professional school counselor,” 
in an effort to promote the school counselor’s role from its historical roots in vocational 
guidance and to emphasize a broader function beyond “guidance,” or simply providing 
information (Beale; Bemak, 2000; Campbell & Dahir). Furthermore, perceptions about 
appropriate and inappropriate responsibilities for school counselors not only vary 
29 
 
between counselors and their school administrators but among school counselors 
themselves (Pérusse et al.). The lack of a clear leadership identity in school counselors 
may be a contributing factor in these varied and often conflicting perceptions.  
There is limited literature that conceptualizes the idea of school counselor leader-
ship (i.e., Bemak, 2000; Curtis & Sherlock, 2006; DeVoss & Andrews, 2006; Dollarhide, 
2003). There is only one empirically based article examining leadership as part of the 
school counselor’s role. Amatea and Clark (2005) highlight the apparent need for school 
counselor leadership by examining the range of role perceptions that administrators used 
to identify their school counselors. In this qualitative study, the researchers developed 
from their interviews with 26 school administrators four distinct patterns of school 
counselor role conceptualization: the Innovative School Leader, the Collaborative Case 
Consultant, the Responsive Direct Service Provider, and the Administrative Team Player. 
These four role conceptions represent the historical and evolutionary shifts in the field of 
school counseling itself. In other words, at one end of the spectrum, the Innovative 
School Leader represents the current shift in school counselor functioning in which the 
emphasis is on advocacy, leadership, collaboration, and use of data, a role that empha-
sizes the school counseling program as an integral component of school improvement. At 
the other end of the spectrum is the Administrative Team Player, in which the school 
counselor serves primarily to support the administration by performing clerical and 
record keeping tasks. The smallest percentage in the study, 12% of the 26 administrators, 
conceived of their school counselors in The Innovative School Leader role. 
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Reactive versus Proactive School Counselor Orientation 
School counselors are charged through their comprehensive programs to be 
school leaders, to do more than provide services or a program, but to transform education 
at a systemic level (Bemak, 2000; Gysbers, 2001; Johnson & Johnson, 2003; Schwallie-
Giddis, Maat & Pak, 2003). Paisley and McMahon (2001), Hatch and Bowers (2002), and 
Mallory (2007) all describe a profile of a transformed school counselor who acts quite 
differently from those of the past by communicating the purpose of the counseling pro-
gram and by actively demonstrating the program’s impact on student achievement. 
Paisley and Borders (1995) note that history shows “the school counselor’s role continues 
to be either explicitly or implicitly defined (if not dictated) by a number of sources, few 
of whom have any background or experience in school counseling and who often provide 
somewhat contradictory direction” (p. 151). The responsibility is heavy on school 
counselors to be more active in educating others of their role, their credentials, and their 
value to the educational context.  
Instead of operating out of a reactive stance (i.e., being told what to do or waiting 
for students to show up at the office door), the transformed school counselor must be 
intentional and “self-directed,” going out and making things happen for large groups of 
students (Mallory, 2007). Reactivity upon the part of school counselors means that school 
counselors define their roles based upon what others, namely their principals, tell them to 
do or based upon the activities they are asked to be involved in during the course of a day 
(Hatch & Bowers, 2002; Studer, 2000). However, proactive school counselors provide 
the tools for defining their role, such as a job description based on student needs, data-
driven program plans, management agreements, publicly accessible calendars, and time 
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and task analysis data (ASCA, 2003; Perussé & Goodnough, 2004; Stone & Dahir, 2006; 
Studer, 2000). Hatch and Bowers explain the difference between reactive and proactive 
approaches this way: 
School counselors can no longer ask the principal on the first day, “What 
would you like me to do?” Instead, school counselors must be trained and 
educated to inform the administrator of the contributions they plan to 
make to all of the students in the school. (p. 15) 
Making things happen in the new model of school counseling requires ongoing collabora-
tion between the school counselor and other stakeholders. Collaboration brings school 
counselors out of isolation and puts them in a central role to broker the resources needed 
to meet the needs of the whole child. While previously school counselors viewed their 
program as separate from the classroom curriculum, now school counselors are charged 
to plan their programs alongside teachers, administrators, support personnel and commu-
nity resources, all directed at a common goal of student success (Bemak, 2000; Dimmit, 
2003).  
Proactive, collaborative school counselors are called for by the profession and by 
education reform to enact leadership, advocacy, and systemic change for the benefit of 
student success. However, school counselors traditionally have not been trained or 
thought of serving in these transformed roles, even in their own minds. Helping school 
counselors to understand the application of leadership to their work is key to their realiz-
ing new roles and transformed comprehensive programs. Thus, leadership training can 
offer school counselors the tools needed for achieving systemic change at their local 
schools and for earning stakeholders buy in of comprehensive school counseling 
programs.  
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School counselors do not have a tradition of embracing leadership as a means to 
influence school wide change and to benefit all students (Bemak, 2000). Models of 
school counselor leaders are gravely needed to influence the perceptions others have and 
to strengthen the overall image of professional school counseling. While there are cur-
rently no agreed upon leadership models in the school counseling field itself, other fields, 
including education, offer school counseling some direction about leadership. In the 
following sections, I examine the development of leadership models and the application 
of leadership concepts to school counseling. 
The Development of Leadership Models 
Leadership 
As a concept, leadership is difficult to define. The large number of proposed 
leadership models and the vast literature base on leadership topics indicates a history of 
researchers and professionals attempting to define leadership. For the purposes of apply-
ing leadership to school counseling in this study, I used the definition of leadership put 
forth by Northouse (2004), who stated states that “leadership is a process whereby an 
individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 3). 
Northouse’s definition includes four components which appear to be common across 
many theories of leadership, namely that “(a) leadership is a process; (b) leadership 
involves influence; (c) leadership occurs with in a group context; and (d) leadership 
involves goal attainment” (p. 3). 
Applying Northouse’s definition is relevant for a school setting when relating 
each of the four components. Schools operate based on group work, such as teacher 
groups, administrative groups, student support groups, interdisciplinary groups, student 
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groups, or parent groups. Such groups generally have goals to achieve and many of the 
goals of school groups center around improvement of some kind, including, improvement 
of home-school communication, improvement of school climate, and improvement of 
student achievement. Because most of these school groups meet repeatedly on the same 
goals during a school year, the dynamics of these groups involve an ongoing process of 
interaction between the group leader or leaders, and the other group members. The com-
ponent of leadership as involving influence depends upon how school groups determine 
leadership. In some cases, leadership is identified via a formal role, such as the principal, 
assistant principal, or a staff member appointed to serve as leader. In other cases, leader-
ship is left to the group in which the group may select an informally identified leader or 
choose to operate without a leader. 
As a member of the school staff, it is common for school counselors to hold 
membership in or to influence various school groups, such as grade-level teams, subject-
area departments, individualized education plan teams for special education students, 
community and business partnerships, counseling teams, and school improvement 
committees.  
Leadership Theory and Models  
The literature on leadership demonstrates that various disciplines and fields such 
as sociology, psychology, business, management, and organizational theory have 
contributed to models of leadership practices and leadership structures (Bush, 2003; 
Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001; Northouse, 2004). Such influences have given rise to 
further models of organizational structure, managerial organization, productivity plans, 
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employee training, and performance-based evaluations (Bush; DeVoss &Andrews, 2006; 
Deming, 1993; Northouse; Sergiovanni, 2000). 
The leadership models of the early 20
th
 century note that leadership was identified 
as a set of innate traits and referred to as trait theory (Northouse, 2004). Leadership was 
studied as it related to public figures, or “great men,” such as Churchill, Gandhi, Lincoln 
or Napoleon (Northouse). According to Northouse, the trait approach emphasized 
personal characteristics such as intelligence, self-confidence, determination, integrity and 
sociability. However, despite the amount of research that has investigated a trait 
approach, no definitive, static list of leadership traits exists. Northouse claims that the 
trait approach still has popular appeal, but that it constricts society to the belief that there 
are some who are meant to lead and others who are not. 
Challenging the trait-theory of leadership was the emergence of skill-based 
theories of leadership (Katz, 1955; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 
2000). Skill theories emphasize the competencies and knowledge of the leader. Skill 
theories hold the assumption that leadership is accessible to many because knowledge can 
be obtained and competencies improved upon (Northouse, 2004). 
Other theories of leadership, such as those developed in the 1950s and 1960s at 
Ohio State and the University of Michigan, include an emphasis on leader style. These 
theories base leadership on two branches of leader behaviors, those dealing with tasks 
and those dealing with relationships (Northouse, 2004; Stogdill, 1974). Research on 
leadership style has yielded inconclusive results; however, several well known and 
frequently used instruments, such as the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire 
35 
 
(Hemphill & Coons, 1957) and The Managerial Grid (Blake & Mouton, 1964), have been 
derived from the leadership style research of this time period. 
Still other theories stress the match between the leader’s style and the setting in 
which the leader acts. These include the situational, contingency, path-goal, and leader-
member exchange theories. These theories go beyond a simple leader-centered perspec-
tive and focus on the relationship of the leader to his or her group members (Fielder, 
1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1993; House & Mitchell, 1974). Leadership in these models 
requires that the leader maintain flexibility and learn to operate with the style that fits the 
needs of the group. 
Currently, the most popular theory of leadership and the one that seems to mesh 
well with recent reforms in school counseling is that of transformational leadership 
(Bennis, 1994; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Burns, 1978; Northouse, 2004). Transformational 
leadership puts the leader and the group members in an egalitarian framework whereby 
power is shared and the goal of the group is to achieve ongoing, large-scale transforma-
tion beyond simple task completion. Through strong charismatic and visionary appeal, 
the leader strategically uses the relationship variables within the group to promote desired 
outcomes. Northouse explains,  
Transformational leaders are recognized as change agents who are good 
role models, who can create and articulate a clear vision for an organiza-
tion, who empower followers to achieve a higher standard, who act in 
ways that make others want to trust them, and who give meaning to 
organizational life. (p.198) 
Transformational leadership seems to encompass the “new vision” (House & Martin, 
1998) for school counselors that stresses an active, dynamic, and collaborative role as a 
school change agent and advocate who uses his or her comprehensive program to pro-
mote positive student outcomes. Thus, it stands to reason that when referring to recent 
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changes in school counselor preparation, role, and functioning, the literature often uses 
variations on the word “transform” (Bemak, 2000; Dimmit, 2003; The Education Trust, 
1996; Erford, 2003; Paisley & Hayes, 2003; Stone & Dahir, 2006). 
Leadership Models in Education 
Educational leadership is a heavily researched topic in the education field and 
many developments have been influenced by the extensive pool of literature on leader-
ship (Lieberman, 1991; Northouse, 2004; Sergiovanni, 2000; Slater, 2005). The literature 
on leadership in education indicates borrowing from general models that vary in how 
they conceptualize leaders and leadership (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Covey, 1992; Deming, 
1992; DeVoss & Andrews, 2006; Northouse; Printy & Marks, 2005; Sergiovanni). The 
major differences in these models revolve around the power base of the leader (e.g., 
autocratic versus democratic positioning) and the functioning of the group being led (e.g., 
process or product focus). 
Sometimes leadership, as it is presented in educational leadership literature, refers 
to the leadership of the principal. Deal and Peterson (1994) highlight a contradiction in 
schools between leadership and management or between the principal’s role as 
“engineer” and “artist.” (p. 7). Engineering refers to procedural management while 
artistry refers more to social management. Principals, therefore, may struggle with which 
of these frames they are most comfortable with and which one is needed at certain times 
in the school building. However, school leaders ultimately need to balance both engineer-
ing and artistry (Deal & Peterson). School counselors may be inclined towards an 
artistry-type leadership approach because of their training in relationships. 
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Other researchers in educational leadership suggest that leadership is a “set of 
functions rather than a formal role” (Lieberman, 1991, p. 163) and that leadership roles 
are many and varied (Hewitt-Gervais, 1996). Therefore, leadership can be exhibited by 
school staff other then the principal. For example, Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) offer 
a three-part definition of teacher leadership that asserts, “teachers who are leaders lead 
within and beyond the classroom, identify with and contribute to a community of teacher 
learners and leaders, and influence others toward improved educational practice” (p. 5). 
Similarly, Silva, Gilbert, and Nolan (2000) suggest that the newest wave of teacher 
leadership is one that engenders a non-hierarchical professional community in which 
leadership is shared. By these definitions, leadership is more about what the leader does 
and the climate the leader creates than about the title one holds. 
Applying Leadership Concepts to School Counseling 
Studies of leadership have bearing upon questions about school counselor leader-
ship. Extending Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2001) definition begs questions for school 
counseling: Do school counselors lead “within and beyond” their offices and classrooms? 
Do school counselors “contribute to a community” of learners and leaders? Do school 
counselors “influence others toward improved educational practice?” 
How school counselors view or perform leadership functions is unknown. Do 
school counselors view or perform leadership as a role or as a set of functions? Typically, 
leadership may be thought of as belonging to the principal or the assistant principal 
because of the managerial and supervisory hierarchies common in schools. Therefore, 
school counselors may not envision or enact themselves as leaders because they do not 
see themselves as administrators. As the definition of school counseling itself gains more 
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clarity through the ASCA model and other national initiatives, the definition of school 
counselor leadership requires serious examination. 
Much of the literature suggests movement in the concepts of leadership from a 
formal position to a process, from an individual practice or set of traits to a set of skills 
embodied collectively by a group of leaders and constituents (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 
2001; Northouse, 2004; Slater 2005). Leadership is not restricted to the one who holds a 
particular title, but rather leadership belongs to the collaborative efforts of educators 
owning common goals of student achievement. Leadership as a mindset affects the way a 
school counselor approaches one’s job, interactions with staff and the perceived influence 
one has within the school. Stone and Dahir (2006) suggest that school counselor leader-
ship has a bearing on positive student outcomes: “The leadership mindset means that the 
school counselor, along with colleagues who embrace leadership, views his or her 
position in the school as critical in supporting indicators of student success . . .” (p. 94). 
Another change in leadership models is a shift from a leader role of separation to 
one of collaboration. The idea of collaborative leadership in education promotes school 
staff having more time to plan and consult together (Fennell, 2005; Leonard & Leonard, 
2001; Slater 2005). An example of collaborative leadership is apparent in the emergence 
of “professional learning communities,” interdisciplinary organizational structures in 
which dedicated time for educational professionals to work together is both valued and 
provided (Leonard & Leonard). From an organizational structure standpoint, school 
counselors have generally been seen in a sideline consultant role with various stake-
holders in the school: parents, faculty, staff, students and the larger community. The 
collaborative school counselor leader, however, not only participates with and 
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communicates with these stakeholders but also ties the school counseling program into 
other school wide initiatives to influence student achievement and school climate 
(Bemak, 2002; Dimmit, 2003; Stone & Dahir, 2006).  
DeVoss and Andrews (2006) explain that because school counseling is a relation-
ship-oriented discipline, leadership concepts such as systems thinking, servant leadership, 
and empowerment concepts are consistent with a theory of school counselor leadership. 
Theses authors propose an Integrated School Counseling Leadership Model with a 
specific leadership philosophy, leadership behaviors, and leadership characteristics. This 
Integrated School Counseling Leadership model incorporates elements of servant 
leadership (Covey, 1992), moral leadership (Sergiovanni, 2000), and transformational 
leadership (Bennis, 1994). Servant and moral leadership place school counselors in a 
collaborative position within the school seeking to serve others rather than self. Trans-
formational leadership promotes school counselors as visionaries who engage with others 
in a continuous process of change and growth. No more is the school counselor a peri-
pheral, isolated mental health specialist available only to those students who actively seek 
guidance but rather the school counselor is actively engaged in school committees and 
activities that include school counseling as a part of school improvement efforts. 
Leadership Skills of School Counselors 
School counselors, by the nature of their training and professional practice, 
possess specific skills that can aid them in serving as leaders. However, school 
counselors have not typically been trained to think of their skills as “leadership.” Kouzes 
and Posner (2002a) posit that leadership is something that can indeed be taught, that it is 
a set of skills to be acquired and sharpened. More importantly, Kouzes and Posner, as 
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well as others who have researched leadership, (Bennis & Nanus, 1997; Covey, 1992; 
Northouse, 2004; Seriovanni, 2000), identify an essence of leadership that mirrors 
strikingly the skills of the school counselor and the collaborative interactions necessary 
within the educational context. For example, school counselors typically possess skills in 
self-awareness, interpersonal and intrapersonal relations, and knowledge of group 
dynamics. Such skills are appropriate to apply to school leadership contexts, especially as 
they relate to emerging collaborative models of leadership in education. 
For example, Fennell (2005), in examining leadership styles of female principals, 
discusses the concept of “reciprocity.” Reciprocity, in shared leadership, is a practice that 
allows leaders and followers to shift roles as needed, respecting each person’s individual 
contributions to the major issues and allowing each member of the group to be heard. The 
result of this reciprocity is a deep trust among those working together and a shared 
investment in common goals. School counselors’ expertise in interpersonal relationships 
can help to enhance the reciprocity and trust of educational teams.  
Slater (2005), also in researching principal leadership styles, explains the 
“emotional underpinnings” of many recommended leadership practices. Slater presents a 
collaborative leadership model that underscores abilities in modeling, communication 
skills, valuing people, and advocacy. School counselors, trained in such “emotional 
underpinnings” (Slater, p. 323) can in fact be models of leadership skills for other 
educators. School counselors’ familiarity with interpersonal communication and problem 
solving are also relevant in providing consultation for teachers and parents about more 
effective conferencing or improving relationships with students (Brigman, Mullis, Webb 
& White, 2005; DeVoss & Andrews, 2006). With proficiency in group facilitation, 
41 
 
problem solving, conflict resolution, and mediation techniques, school counselors are 
essential to the cooperative culture and functioning of school-based committees. Further 
applying the importance of respectful, trusting group work among educators, school 
counselors with an understanding of systemic counseling theory can extend the meaning 
of collaborative interdisciplinary teams to a collaborative school culture. In essence, if 
school counselors can use their skills to develop the interpersonal growth of groups 
within schools, these same skills in turn can benefit entire school communities. 
Kouzes and Posner (2002a), from their ongoing research examining leadership 
across a variety of disciplines since 1983, highlight five primary practices of leaders and 
measures leadership according to these practices: “model the way, inspire a shared vision, 
challenge the process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart.” Skills common for 
many school counselors, such as interpersonal communication and knowledge of group 
interactions, align well with “enable others to act” and “encourage the heart.” By 
contrast, because of a lack of intentional leadership training in school counseling, 
practitioners may be missing skills that fall under Kouzes and Posner’s leadership 
practice “challenge the process” and “inspire a shared vision.”  
While school counselors possess some skills that are a natural fit with leadership, 
graduate programs have been bereft in teaching school counselors how to apply these 
same skills to a leadership paradigm. Reform movements in education clearly highlight 
the need for school counselors to be trained intentionally in leadership skills (Amatea & 
Clark, 2005; Dollarhide, 2003; Herr, 2002). Furthermore, some leadership skills have not 
been taught at all and are just beginning to realize their place in new training models 
(DeVoss & Andrews, 2006).  
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In a climate of accountability, school counselors must be more intentional and 
more public about their work. They must be able to transfer learned skills from within 
their offices to settings outside their offices. School counselors may need additional 
leadership tools to help them advocate for students’ needs, market their programs, and 
present ideas to stakeholders. Skills typically used in other disciplines to influence or 
motivate others such as persuasion, negotiation, and proposal pitching may be useful 
tools for school counselors but may not be explicitly taught in graduate preparation 
programs (Dollarhide, 2003). 
Referring to counselors generally as a profession, Herr, Heitzman, and Rayman 
(2006) discuss the fact that some counselors rise to the top as titled leaders because of 
their counseling expertise, counseling skills, or professional integrity, but they lack the 
skill set needed for management and leadership. Such may be the case for school 
counselors who are appointed as department chair or lead school counselor in their 
schools. As such, these authors claim that counseling has become “socio-political” (p. 1). 
While counselors may grasp well the social component of this descriptor, they may lack 
comfort and expertise in the political component. Furthermore, Herr et al. describe the 
changing needs of counselor leadership this way: 
Yet in an era when strategic planning; envisioning the big picture; under-
standing what legislation or policy is relevant, if not definitive, in a 
particular setting; how to recruit and nurture members of the counseling 
support staff; how to budget for, acquire, and deploy resources to meet 
one’s mission; and how to incorporate technology into one’s program of 
services have become major ingredients of leadership and management, 
the importance of understanding these roles and finding the right people to 
administer and lead counseling programs is critical to their success. (p. 4) 
A comprehensive and programmatic vision of school counseling requires school 
counselor leaders to be agents of change who can negotiate the political forces that 
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influence their programs and who can harness the resources needed to sustain appropriate 
services for students. Herr (2002) argues that school counselors are themselves a result of 
early education reform efforts of the 1800s and that they always have been agents of 
change. In accordance with the current changes in school counseling, Herr recommends 
the following practices for school counselors that exemplify the leadership, advocacy, 
collaboration, and systemic change themes of the Transforming School Counseling 
Initiative and The ASCA National Model: 
Develop, own and share expertise. 
Develop support networks. 
Implement group work as well as individual interventions. 
Use computer technology. 
Advocate for students and monitor school policies. 
Help students identify with personal excellence. 
Work to facilitate a school climate that treats students in holistic terms. 
(pp. 232-233) 
Similarly, Trusty and Brown (2005) outline a set of advocacy competencies for school 
counselors including advocacy dispositions, knowledge and skills that promote school 
counselors as change agents and align with the theories of leadership and counseling that 
promote social justice.  
Research in leadership by Bolman and Deal (1991) claims that leadership has four 
“contexts”—structural, human resource, political, and symbolic. Dollarhide (2003) 
applies these four contexts of leadership to the field of school counseling. Structural and 
human resource leadership, Dollarhide suggests, are likely evidenced by most school 
counselors. Structural leadership refers to the technical aspects of implementing school 
counseling services and human resource leadership refers to the school counselor using 
communication and listening skills with others (p. 305). While school counselors may 
have training in structural and human resource leadership contexts, Dollarhide suggests 
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that school counselors are lacking in the political and symbolic leadership contexts 
because they are not typically part of school counseling graduate programs. The political 
leadership context includes skills in understanding power distribution, negotiation and 
persuasion, and symbolic leadership is about expressing an overarching vision and 
inspiring others to get on board (Dollarhide). 
Leadership Training in School Counselor Preparation 
Promoting changes in the delivery model of school counseling services them-
selves entails a new delivery model for school counselor training and preparation. School 
counselor education must reflect what is now required in order for school counselors to 
serve all students and to be part of the school’s educational team (Bemak, 2000; Paisley 
& Hayes, 2003). The ASCA National Standards, the ASCA National Model, and the 
NCTSC have paved the way for transforming school counselor preparation so as to better 
groom professionals for a climate of educational reform. School counselor leadership is a 
vital element in improving school counseling programs, serving all students and closing 
achievement and equity gaps (Davis, 2005). Therefore, school counselor preparation 
ought to include training on leadership as it applies to the school counseling setting. 
The concept of leadership in school counseling is a new one and begs a clear 
definition as the shifts in reform, roles and professional development unfold. The idea of 
oneself as a “leader” has largely been absent from models of school counselor prepara-
tion; therefore, many school counselors have not and may still not envision themselves as 
leaders or as having leadership skills. Many school counselors came from graduate 
programs in which school counselors were prepared alongside counseling students who 
planned to work in community, residential, or private practice settings and mental health 
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was the focus (Baker, 2001). As a result, these school counselors received relatively little 
coursework specific to the unique nature of the school setting or to the role of the school 
counselor. Emphasis in these mental health model programs was on individual services, 
diagnostic criteria, and pathology-driven intervention (Bemak, 2000; Gysbers, 2001). 
Many of these school counselors entered the workforce with the understanding that they 
were mental health specialists in an educational setting. Amatea and Clark (2005) explain 
the lack of a leadership identity this way: 
For example, many experienced school counselors have been trained to 
assume the relatively invisible role of helper in the school rather than 
leader. The helper role structures the counselor to work autonomously 
with individual students on personal-social or career and educational 
guidance issues and to be concerned with issues of privacy and confiden-
tiality rather than to collaborate with other educators to improve students' 
educational experiences. Having been socialized to work independently 
from teachers, some counselors may fear that their efforts to provide staff 
consultation or skill training would be resented by teachers and adminis-
trators at their school. Finally, having limited opportunity to consider how 
their unique skill set could contribute to helping other school staff mem-
bers improve students' academic performance, some counselors may feel 
ill prepared to join the leadership team of the school. (p. 25) 
Therefore, school counselors must be empowered through training and graduate prepara-
tion to adopt a mindset of leadership if they are to effect school change. However, many 
current school counselors may not believe they can acquire a leadership mindset, may not 
know how to go about acquiring it, or may feel ill equipped to make what seems like a 
radical change from previous roles. 
Though traditionally leadership has not been a part of school counselor prepara-
tion, subsequent shifts in school counselor preparation, led by The Education Trust’s 
National Center for Transforming School Counseling (NCTSC), have placed emphasis on 
essential concepts; leadership, collaboration, advocacy and systemic change (DeVoss & 
Andrews, 2006; Martin, 2002; Paisley & Borders, 1995; Paisley & Hayes, 2003; Paisley 
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& McMahon, 2001). Not all school counselor preparation programs incorporate these 
essential concepts, but there are 21 programs across the country that work with the 
NCTSC to create transformed school counselors. 
School counselor educators and scholars are in key roles to influence the trans-
formation of the school counseling student and practitioner. In preparation programs such 
as those that work with the NCTSC, school counselors are being trained with coursework 
specific to counseling in the school setting. School counseling students learn about the 
latest trends in education and about changes in state and local laws that affect policies on 
graduation requirements, special education services, and the rights of students. Course-
work includes an emphasis on professional advocacy, social justice, public relations, and 
the use of technology (The Education Trust, 1996). School counseling students of the 21
st
 
century study their role in the educational team as it connects to teachers, principals and 
other support staff. School counseling students examine sample data and school improve-
ment plans for the purpose of designing comprehensive school counseling programs to 
serve all students rather than only a few.  
In other progressive programs, such as those at Sam Houston State University 
(Nichter & Nelson, 2006) and the University of Puget Sound (Kirchner & Setchfield, 
2001), school counseling students participate jointly with educational leadership students 
in classes designed to investigate the relationship between school administrators and 
school counselors. Establishing such relationships at the preservice stage offers the 
opportunity for a deeper understanding of the school counselor’s role, appropriate 
functions, leadership capacity, and the need for a collaborative partnership between 
school counselors and administrators. 
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Recent textbooks and other training materials for school counselors have begun to 
address the need for school counselor leadership (ASCA, 2003; Davis, 2005; DeVoss & 
Andrews, 2006; Erford, 2003; Pérusse & Goodnough, 2004; Stone & Dahir, 2004, 2007). 
For example, DeVoss and Andrews co-authored School Counselors as Educational 
Leaders, the first text dedicated specifically to this topic. The authors outline leadership 
as a course of study for school counselors. Their text includes an overview of leadership 
theory, incorporates activities for assessing leadership style, and relates leadership to 
important tasks in school counseling such as data gathering and collaboration. 
A university in the southeastern United States recently offered a new elective 
course for master’s and specialist school counseling students titled Leadership, Advocacy 
and Program Evaluation. This course included leadership assessments, a review of 
school counseling departmental websites, development of “closing the gap” projects to 
address marginalized groups, role playing of proposals, and guest lectures from district 
and state school counseling leaders. Texts used in this new course were School 
Counselors as Educational Leaders by DeVoss and Andrews (2006) and School 
Counselor Accountability: A MEASURE of Student Success by Stone and Dahir (2007). 
These texts emphasized the emerging skill set needed for new school counselors 
including an emphasis on leadership. 
Connecting the Program and the Practitioner 
The ASCA National Model emphasizes themes of advocacy, collaboration, 
systemic change and leadership, all elements vital to a transformed school counseling 
program that will effect school improvement (ASCA, 2003). While the ASCA National 
Model outlines a clear profile of what a transformed school counseling program should 
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look like, what is not clear is the profile of the school counselor who implements this 
framework successfully. For all states and school systems to transform to comprehensive 
school counseling programs based on the ASCA Model, leadership from within is 
required. But what is the profile of a school counselor leader with a comprehensive pro-
gram? While leadership in education has been a prevalent topic in recent years, further 
exploration of leadership concepts specific to school counseling is needed in order to 
strengthen school counseling practice. 
Summary 
In this chapter, I reviewed literature related to the primary concepts involved in 
this research. A brief history of school counseling outlined the development of the school 
counselor’s role and school counseling programs. The comprehensive school counseling 
program was identified as the model for delivering services that contribute to the desired 
student outcomes under reform efforts stemming from NCLB. Leadership models were 
presented with special attention to those that fit with school counselor functioning. 
Finally, an exploration of leadership concepts that apply to school counseling was 
contrasted with leadership skills that may be necessary to help school counselors more 
fully implement comprehensive programs so as to contribute to student success. 
 49 
CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 
This chapter includes descriptive information and a rationale for selection of the 
participants in this study. Also included are procedures and instruments used for data 
collection. Next, I present my research hypotheses. This chapter concludes with an 
explanation of statistical analyses used in this research. 
Participants 
Participants were 305 professional school counselors from a southeastern state in 
the United States. Because the state in which the study was done employed approximate-
ly 3000 school counselors, this sample represented approximately 10% of the population. 
Participants were recruited by convenience sampling from the state’s school counseling 
conference and through representative of the state school counseling association. Partici-
pation was voluntary. A power analysis indicated a desired sample of at least 300 partici-
pants for this study. 
Criteria for inclusion in the research were that the school counselor be employed 
at the primary, elementary, middle, high, or alternative level school, and that he or she 
possess at least a master’s degree in school counseling or an add-on degree in school 
counseling. School counselors working in urban, suburban, and rural parts of the state 
participated. The final sample included participants who varied in their school setting, 
years of school counseling experience and school counseling training backgrounds.  
50 
 
Instruments 
The instruments selected for this study were chosen based on their ability to 
measure leadership practices and comprehensive school counseling program implementa-
tion, the two primary constructs being investigated in this study. I chose these instru-
ments also because they were relatively brief and easy to administer and score. The 
authors of both instruments granted permission for their protocols to be used in this 
study. 
Demographic Survey 
The demographic form consisted of 14 items. Three items asked the participants 
about their personal demographics (i.e, age, gender, ethnicity). Seven items asked the 
participants about their education and training in school counseling, including questions 
about training in the ASCA National Model. Three items asked the participants about the 
school setting in which they work and their years of experience in school counseling. The 
final item was a validation item for the School Counseling Program Implementation 
Scale (Carey & Elsner, 2006), an instrument used in this study. 
The Leadership Practices Inventory Self Instrument, 3
rd
 Edition 
The Leadership Practices Inventory Self-Instrument, 3rd edition (LPI; Kouzes & 
Posner, 2003) was developed using a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data 
over a number of years. Based on years of extensive research on leadership, the LPI has 
been used in over 250 doctoral dissertations and theses, including many that investigate 
the leadership practices of teachers and administrators. However, prior to this study, the 
LPI has not been used with school counselors. 
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The LPI consists of five subscales, with a mean score for each scale. The 
inventory is comprised of 30 items, six for each subscale. The five subscales of the LPI 
are Model the Way (MTW), Inspire a Shared Vision (ISV), Challenge the Process (CTP), 
Enable Others to Act (EOA), and Encourage the Heart (ETH). The participant is asked to 
consider the question, “How often do you engage in this behavior?” as each item is read. 
Items are rated on a 1-10 point scale with 1 representing almost never and 10 represent-
ing almost always (Kouzes & Posner, 2002b). Sample items are as follows: MTW, “I set 
a personal example of what I expect of others”; ISV, “I paint the ‘big picture’ of what we 
aspire to accomplish”; CTP, “I challenge people to try out new and innovative ways to do 
their work”; EOA, “I develop cooperative relationships among the people I work with”; 
ETH, “I find ways to celebrate accomplishments.”  
The LPI has been used with a variety of populations with regard to age, gender, 
ethnicity, education level, work setting and title. The 2004 LPI data indicate significant 
differences on various subscales for gender, race, education level and age at p < .001 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2004).  
Internal reliability measurements of the Self form, reported in 2004, indicate all 
subscales are at or above the .73 level using Cronbach’s Alpha. Test-retest reliability is 
stable, generally reported at the .90 level or above (Kouzes & Posner, 2004). For the Self 
form of the LPI, reliability measurements are as follows: MTW, .74; ISV, .88; CTP, .79; 
EOA, .73; and ETH, .86. Many studies using the LPI indicate levels of internal reliability 
above the .60 level (Kouzes & Posner). 
Based on two decades of data collection, there is evidence of validity on the 
scores of the LPI. The items for the LPI were created from data from over 4,000 
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responses to the Personal Best Leadership Experience (PBLE) questionnaire, a 12-page 
protocol with 38 open-ended questions about leadership behaviors. Additionally, 7500 
other participants have completed short forms of the PBLE, and the researchers have also 
conducted more than 500 in-depth interviews on leadership concepts. Factor analyses, 
including independent analyses of the LPI, reveal a strong five-factor structure. The LPI 
scores have been found to be associated with leadership work behaviors and other 
measures of leadership demonstrating concurrent and construct validity (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2002b). 
The School Counseling Program Implementation Survey 
The School Counseling Program Implementation Survey (SCPIS) was developed 
by school counseling researchers John Carey and David Elsner (2006) as part of the work 
of the Center for School Counseling Outcome Research at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. Items for the SCPIS were developed based on a review of the 
literature on comprehensive developmental school counseling models and the ASCA 
National Model. Original items were reviewed by five professionals with comprehensive 
program experience and then revised for content. The scale was given to a sample of 60 
secondary school counselors, internal consistency was assessed, and items that did not 
show moderate correlations with the total scale score were eliminated (J. Carey, personal 
communication, January 14, 2008). The SCPIS is comprised of 18 statements. Examples 
include, “Services are organized so that all students are well served and have access to 
them”; “School counselors use student performance data to decide how to meet student 
needs”; and “School counseling priorities are represented on curriculum and education 
committees.” Participants rate each statement on a 1-4 scale with 1 representing not 
53 
 
present to 4 representing fully implemented. The purpose of the SCPIS is to evaluate the 
comprehensiveness of the school counseling program on constructs that are consistent 
with national movements in the field (e.g., use of data and technology, collaboration with 
other staff, an emphasis on serving all students). 
Because Since the SCPIS is a relatively new instrument, extensive analyses on its 
psychometric properties have not been done. However, Carey (personal communication, 
June 11, 2007) indicates that based on the small samples used to date, the SCPIS has 
strong reliability estimates. 
To date the SCPIS is the only known instrument for measuring school counseling 
program implementation. Face validity of the instrument appears strong as the items 
reflect components of school counseling programs that match frameworks of 
comprehensive models such as the ASCA National Model. There are no empirical 
measures of validity for the SCPIS at this time. Results of this study are an addition to 
what is currently known about measuring program implementation. 
Procedure 
Permission was granted by the state school counseling association for me to 
recruit participants at the annual state school counseling conference, which took place in 
November 2007. Additional participants also were recruited following the conference 
through district supervisors of school counseling and other members of the state 
association. Participants in this study completed an informed consent for participation 
prior to completing the research packet. The participants were given a copy of the 
informed consent for their own records. Participants received no compensation for taking 
part in this study. 
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The research packet included a demographic survey, the LPI, and SCPIS. Within 
the packets, the positions of the instruments were alternated with the demographic 
consistently being last. The research packet and consent forms were separated so as to 
minimize any connection between the participants and the data collected. The research 
packet contained a total of 62 items and took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. 
Research Hypotheses 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the relationship between school counselor 
leadership practices and school counselor perceived program implementation at the local 
school level. This study also examined the relationships between leadership practices, 
program implementation and school counselor demographic variables. Therefore, the 
central research questions and corresponding hypotheses were as follows: 
1. Is there a relationship between leadership practices of school counselors 
and specific variables such as professional training, experience, school 
setting, age, and gender? 
Ha1: There is a relationship between leadership practices of school 
counselors and specific variables such as professional training, experience, 
school setting, age and gender. 
2.  Is there a relationship between comprehensive school counseling program 
implementation and specific variables such as professional training, 
experience, school setting, age and gender? 
Ha2: There is a relationship between comprehensive school counseling 
implementation and specific variables such as professional training, 
experience, school setting, age and gender. 
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3. Is there a relationship between school counselor leadership practices and 
comprehensive program implementation? (e.g. are higher scores for 
leadership an indication of more fully implemented comprehensive 
programs?) 
Ha3: There is a relationship between school counselor leadership practices 
and comprehensive program implementation. 
Statistical Analyses 
Appropriate descriptive statistics for the demographic questions and the two 
instruments were compiled. Frequencies, means, and standard deviations were used to 
screen items and scales for variability and for consideration in further analyses. ANOVA 
was used to examine group mean differences of categorical variables, such as profes-
sional degree, work setting, and licensure. Because of the exploratory nature of this 
study, bivariate correlations were used to identify variables that showed a relationship for 
each of the dependent variables, which were leadership practices and program imple-
mentation. Those variables that did indicate a relationship were used in a forward 
hierarchical regression model to determine any predictive qualities.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
In this chapter, I present results of the statistical analyses used to test the 
hypotheses stated in Chapter 3. There are three sections: (a) descriptive analyses of the 
sample, (b) psychometric analyses of the instruments, and (c) statistical analyses of the 
research questions and hypotheses for the study. 
Descriptive Analyses 
Approximately 700 surveys were distributed. Of those, 311 were returned, 
resulting in a response rate of 44.4%. All data were screened for accuracy, missing data, 
and outliers prior to application of statistical analyses. Missing data values were minimal 
and showed no generalized patterns. All data were deemed accurate before applying any 
statistical procedures. After reviewing descriptive statistics for the demographic 
questions, I recoded several training related items. Items measuring CACREP 
accreditation, exposure to the ASCA National Model in graduate school, and 
participation in professional development on the ASCA National Model, initially coded 
as 1 (Yes), 2 (No), and 3 (Not Sure) were collapsed into two categories and recoded as 1 
(Yes) and 0 (No/Not Sure). Possession of licensure and previous teaching experience were 
originally coded as 1 (Yes) and 2 (No) but were recoded as 1 (Yes) and 0 (No). Finally, 
the item measuring national certification, originally coded as 1 (Nationally Certified 
Counselor), 2 (Nationally Certified School Counselor), 3 (National Board for Profes-
sional Teaching Standards) and 4 (I do not hold national certification) was recoded. 
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Responses for certification were collapsed into two categories and recoded as 1 
(NCC/NCSC/NBPTS) and 0 (I do not hold national certification). 
Data from 6 of the original 311 participants were excluded. Three of these partici-
pants did not complete the demographic portion of the survey, and I could not determine 
whether or not the participants met the eligibility criteria outlined by the study. Criteria 
for inclusion in the study were that participants were practicing school counselors, 
employed either in private and public school settings at the primary, elementary, middle, 
high, or alternative level, and possessed at least a master’s degree in school counseling or 
an add-on degree in school counseling. The remaining 3 participants were excluded 
because they did not meet the eligibility criteria: One was a school counseling intern, one 
was a graduation coach without a degree in school counseling, and one was a school 
social worker. Frequencies and descriptive statistics were computed to describe the 
sample, and these are displayed in Table 1. 
Personal Demographics 
Of 305 participants in this study, 282 (92.5%) identified as female and 23 (7.5%) 
identified as male. Only 293 respondents identified their race-ethnicity: 218 (71.5%) 
identified as Caucasian, 77 (25.2%) identified as African American, and 10 (3.3%) 
identified as either Asian, Hispanic, Native-American, Pacific Islander or multiracial. The 
mean age of participants was 42.4 years (SD = 11.0, Mdn = 41), with the youngest 
participant being 23 years and the oldest participant being 63 years. 
School Setting 
The distribution of school levels at which the participants were employed was as 
follows: Primary/Elementary 138 (45.2%), Middle/Junior High 80 (26.2%), High 75  
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Table 1 
Professional Characteristics of Sample 
Variable n % 
Highest Degree (n = 303)   
Master’s 174 57.4% 
Specialist 109 35.7% 
Doctorate 11 3.6% 
Add-on 9 3.0% 
Year Degree Earned (n = 298)   
Before ASCA Model 182 61.1% 
After ASCA Model 116 38.9% 
Attended CACREP Program (n = 302)   
Yes 254 84.1% 
No 48 15.9% 
Teacher Prior (n = 304)   
Yes 177 58.2% 
No 127 41.8% 
Nationally Certified (n = 300)   
Yes 76 25.3% 
No 224 74.7% 
Licensure (n = 298)   
Yes 49 16.4% 
No 249 83.6% 
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(24.6%), Alternative 5 (1.6%), and other 7 (2.3%), which included multilevel settings 
such as K-8th grade or K-12th grade. The average student population was 1209 (SD = 
753.4, Mdn = 1000) students, and the average number of school counselors employed in a 
school was 3.03 (SD = 1.94, Mdn = 3) counselors. The majority of participants (n = 216; 
71.1%) reported their schools employed one, two or three counselors. Pearson’s r statistic 
indicated a positive correlation between the number of students in the school and the 
number of school counselors employed (r(302) = .89, p < .01): Schools with more 
students employed more school counselors. Spearman’s rank statistics indicated 
relationships between size of student population, school level. and number of school 
counselors: High schools typically had more students (r (303)= .43, p < .01) and 
employed more school counselors (r(303)= .51, p < .01). 
Most participants reported the racial makeup of their school as being primarily 
Caucasian (n = 113; 37.0%) or as a mix of two or more ethnicities (n = 108; 35.4%). 
Additionally, 63 (20.7%) reported that the majority of students at their schools were 
African American, 15 (4.9%) reported that the majority of students at their schools were 
Hispanic, and 5 (1.6%) reported that the majority of students at their schools were Asian, 
Native-American, or multiracial. Of 303 respondents, most reported the socioeconomic 
status (SES) of their student population as a mix of socioeconomic statuses (n = 101; 
33.3%); 89 (29.4%) reported the majority of students as low SES, 75 (24.8%) reported 
the majority of students as middle SES, and 38 (12.5%) reported the majority of students 
as high SES. The majority of participants classified their schools as suburban (n = 217; 
71.9%); 43 (14.2%) participants classified their schools as rural; and 42 (13.9%) 
participants classified their schools as urban. 
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Professional Training and Experience 
Frequencies, Pearson’s r and Spearman’s rank correlations were obtained for the 
age, professional training and experience variables. Frequencies are reported in Table 1 
and the correlation matrix for this analysis is shown in Table 2. The majority of 
participants in this study held a master’s degree in school counseling, the minimum 
degree requirement for professional school counseling practice. Other participants held 
advanced degrees including a specialist degree or a doctoral degree while only nine of the 
participants indicating an add-on degree in school counseling. Degrees in school 
counseling obtained by participants spanned a period of 39 years, with the earliest degree 
in 1969 and the latest in 2008. Closer examination of responses of “2008,” which was 
just after data collection for the study, revealed participants who were working on 
specialist degrees in school counseling and expected to finish in 2008. Just over 60% of 
participants received a degree in school counseling before or in 2003, when the ASCA 
National Model for school counseling programs was introduced. Peak years for 
participants receiving degrees were 1996 (n = 20), 2004 (n = 25), 2006 (n = 32) and 2007 
(n = 35). Additionally, 149 (49.0%) participants reported having exposure to the ASCA 
National Model in their graduate programs while 269 (88.8%) reported participating in at 
least one professional development session on the ASCA Model. Pearson’s r statistic 
indicated a positive relationship between the year the degree was obtained and exposure 
to the ASCA National Model in the participants’ school counseling program (see 
Table 2). This indicates that those who received degrees recently are more likely to have 
had training in the ASCA Model than those who graduated longer ago. Results indicate 
that 177 of participants were teachers prior to being a school counselor (see Table 1).  
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Table 2 
Correlation Matrix for Variables of Professional Training and Experience 
Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Yrs at 
school 
1. Highest degree
a
 !.09 .04 !.07 .15* .20** .36** .21** 
2. Year of degree  .17** .53** !.00 !.28** !.76** !.30** 
3. CACREP
b
   .23** .16** !.07 !.17** !.89 
4. ASCA in graduate 
school
b
 
   .01 !.30** !.42** !.23** 
5. ASCA prof. dev.
 b
     .02 .14** .07 
6. Teacher prior
b
      .32** .25** 
7. SC experience       .48** 
a
 Spearman’s rank statistic: 1 (add-on), 2 (master’s), 3 (specialist), 4 (doctorate) 
b
 Coded 0 (No), 1 (Yes). * p < .05. ** p < .01. 
School counselors who were teachers prior were somewhat likely to have more 
experience as a school counselor and to have worked longer at their current school (see 
Table 2). The average experience as a school counselor was 9.76 years (SD = 8.03, Mdn 
= 8), with an average of 5.58 years (SD = 5.95, Mdn = 4) at the current school of employ-
ment. Additionally, those school counselors who had more experience were also likely 
have more years at their current school (see Table 2). 
Approximately one-fourth of the participants in this study held national certifica-
tion through the National Board for Counselor Certification (NBCC) as a Nationally 
Certified Counselor (NCC), Nationally Certified School Counselor (NCSC) or both (see 
Table 1). One participant held national certification through the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS). Additionally, 49 participants were licensed 
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professional counselors; this credential allows counselors to establish private practice 
and/or to provide supervision to other counselors in the process of obtaining their license. 
There was a relationship between licensure and national certification (r(295) = .29, 
p < .01). 
Psychometric Analyses 
The Leadership Practices Inventory Self Form, 3
rd
 edition 
Pearson’s r correlations were calculated for relationships between the LPI sub-
scales. These results are reported in Table 3. Subscale correlations for the LPI indicate 
moderate to strong relationships. Inter-item reliability checks were also run for The 
Leadership Practices Inventory, 3
rd
 ed. Cronbach’s alphas were as follows for the LPI 
subscales: MTW, .74; ISV, .85; CTP, .80; EOA, .73; and ETH, .80. Because the LPI has 
five subscales, each with 6 items, and the available responses range from 0-10, the 
highest possible score for any subscale is 60. Participants scored highest on the leadership 
subscale EOA (M = 49.75) and lowest on the ISV subscale (M = 41.98). Means and 
standard deviations for the LPI items are displayed in Table 4. 
The School Counseling Program Implementation Scale 
Reliability analysis of SCPIS also indicated acceptable internal consistency; 
Cronbach’s alpha for the SCPIS was .88. The SCPIS has a total of 20 items with an 
available response range from 1-4; thus, the maximum score on the instrument is 80. The 
mean score for participants on the SCPIS was 61.05. Participants scored highest (M = 
3.56) on “All students receive classroom guidance lessons designed to promote academic, 
social/personal skills and career development” and lowest (M = 2.50) on “School 
counselors analyze student data by ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic level to identify  
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Table 3 
Correlations Between Leadership Practices Inventory Subscales 
Subscale ISV CTP EOA ETH 
MTW .77* .71* .70* .69* 
ISV  .82* .62* .66* 
CTP   .66* .66* 
EOA    .72* 
Note. MTW = Model the Way, ISV = Inspire a Shared Vision, CTP = Challenge the 
Process, EOA = Enable Others to Act, ETH = Encourage the Heart.  
* p < .001. 
interventions to close achievement gaps.” Means and standard deviations for the SCPIS 
items are displayed in Table 5. 
An item was added to the survey as a validation item for the SCPIS. Because the 
SCPIS was a relatively new instrument at the time of this study, efforts were made to add 
to the psychometric properties of the instrument for additional research purposes. The 
validation item read, “To what extent does the school you work in have a comprehensive 
school counseling program in place?” with response choices being 0 (Not at all), 1 
(Slightly), 2 (Somewhat), 3 (Mostly), and 4 (Completely). A moderately strong correlation 
(r(304) = .64, p < .01) was revealed between the validation item and the full-scale score 
for the SCPIS. 
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Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations for The Leadership Practices Inventory, Self-Form 
Subscale and Item N M SD 
Model the Way 305 46.07 6.68 
Follow through on promises 305 9.04 1.04 
Set personal example 305 8.87 0.95 
Philosophy of leadership 305 7.58 1.84 
Adhere to principles 305 6.52 2.04 
Build consensus 303 7.26 1.98 
Ask for feedback 305 6.85 1.95 
Inspired a Shared Vision 305 41.98 9.14 
Speak with genuine conviction 305 8.22 1.59 
Paint the “big picture” 305 7.33 1.98 
Talk about future trends 305 7.04 1.98 
Appeal to others to share dream 305 6.99 2.04 
Describe a compelling image 305 6.18 2.12 
Enlist in common vision 305 6.22 2.26 
Challenge the Process 305 43.25 7.78 
Seek challenging opportunities 304 7.50 1.59 
Set achievable goals 305 7.27 1.85 
Ask “What can we learn?” 305 7.35 1.90 
Challenge people 305 6.67 1.99 
Experiment and take risks 305 7.46 1.60 
Search outside formal boundaries 305 7.03 2.00 
Enable Others to Act 305 49.75 5.64 
Treat others with dignity 305 9.53 0.77 
Develop cooperative relationships 304 9.12 1.07 
Give freedom and choice 304 7.94 1.67 
Listen to diverse points of view 305 8.62 1.28 
Support decisions 305 7.93 1.36 
Ensure people grow 305 6.66 2.08 
Encourage the Heart 305 47.48 7.06 
Praise people for job well done 305 8.92 1.13 
Give appreciation and support 305 8.28 1.39 
Let people know my confidence 305 8.19 1.47 
Publicly recognize people 305 7.20 2.15 
Celebrate accomplishments 305 7.79 1.60 
Make sure people are rewarded 304 7.13 2.03 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for The School Counseling Program 
Implementation Scale 
Item N M SD 
Full Scale 305 61.05 10.11 
Written mission statement exists 304 3.06 1.02 
Services are organized 305 3.52 0.67 
Plan for closing achievement gap 304 2.90 0.89 
Measurable objectives and goals 305 3.09 0.88 
Needs assessments guide planning 305 2.60 1.00 
Classroom guidance 305 3.56 0.79 
Students have academic plans 301 2.98 1.03 
Referral and follow up system 304 3.49 0.70 
Use student performance data 303 2.93 0.87 
Analyze student data 302 2.50 0.98 
Job descriptions match duties 304 2.87 0.97 
80% of time in direct service 303 3.18 0.95 
Interventions designed to improve  305 3.21 0.78 
Annual review conducted 305 2.84 0.99 
Computer used to access data 304 3.46 0.89 
Computer used to analyze data 299 3.07 0.98 
School improvement 300 3.05 0.96 
Professional development 304 3.24 0.92 
Represented on committees 303 2.70 0.95 
Communicate with parents 305 3.09 0.85 
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Analyses of Research Questions 
In this section, I present results based on the three original research questions and 
hypotheses for this exploratory study examining school counselor leadership practices 
and comprehensive school counseling program implementation. The questions for this 
study were as follows: 
1. What is the relationship between leadership practices of school counselors 
and specific variables such as professional training, experience, school 
setting, age, gender and ethnicity? 
Ha1: There is a relationship between leadership practices of school 
counselors and specific variables such as professional training, experience, 
school setting, age, gender and ethnicity. 
2. What is the relationship between comprehensive school counseling 
program implementation and specific variables such as professional 
training, experience, school setting, age, gender and ethnicity? 
Ha2: There is a relationship between comprehensive school counseling 
implementation and specific variables such as professional training, 
experience, school setting, age, gender and ethnicity. 
3. What is the relationship between school counselor leadership practices and 
comprehensive program implementation? (e.g., are higher scores for 
leadership associated with more fully implemented comprehensive 
programs?) 
Ha3: There is a relationship between school counselor leadership practices 
and comprehensive program implementation. 
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Research Question 1 
Results indicate the school counselor demographics are related to leadership 
practices. Bivariate correlations (Pearson’s r and Spearman’s rank) were used to 
determine any relationships between leadership practices and school counselor demo-
graphics, including gender, age, professional preparation, experience and work setting. 
The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), 3
rd
 ed. was used as the measurement of 
leadership. Because the LPI consists of 5 subscales, I calculated scores for each of these 
subscales. Statistically significant correlations (p <.05) are shown in Table 6. Positive 
correlations are noted between leadership practices and age, school counseling 
experience, prior teaching experience, professional licensure, and time at the current 
school. School counselors who were either older, who had more experience, or who had 
spent more time at their current schools were likely to score higher on all or most 
leadership practices. The most consistent relationships with leadership were those of age 
and time at current school as they occurred across all five subscales while relationships 
with prior teaching experience and licensure were the least consistent. Negative relation-
ships were indicated between leadership practices and graduate training on the ASCA 
Model, the year the most recent degree was obtained, the number of students in the 
school, and the number of school counselors employed in the school. Older, veteran 
school counselors and those with smaller student populations rated themselves higher on 
all or most leadership practices. Small correlations and several nonsignificant relation-
ships were found between leadership and graduate training on the ASCA Model. 
Using multiple regression with the forward method, variables were loaded into the 
model based on the strength of correlation coefficients to determine any variables that  
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Table 6 
Correlations Between Leadership Practices and Age, Experience, Training, and 
Work Setting 
Variable MTW ISV CTP EOA ETH 
Age .232** .208** .168** .187** .252** 
Years Experience .235** .180** .112 .155** .156** 
Teacher prior
a
 .084 .135* .067 .048 .115* 
Licensed
a
 .160** .097 .145* .057 .101 
Year of Degree -.207** -.195** -.126* -.153** -.193** 
ASCA Model Grad
a
 -.116* -.085 -.040 -.125* -.110 
Current School .181** .163** .120* .162** .161** 
Student # -.094 -.077 -.138* -.174** -.258** 
Counselor # -.080 -.022 -.080 -.166** -.228** 
Note. MTW = Model the Way, ISV = Inspire a Shared Vision, CTP = Challenge the 
Process, EOA = Enable Others to Act, ETH = Encourage the Heart. 
a 
Coded 1 (Yes), 0 (No). *p < .05. **p < .01. 
were predictive of leadership practices. Table 7 displays the unstandardized regression 
coefficients (B), intercept, and standardized regression coefficients (ß) for each of the 
leadership subscales. In terms of the individual relationships between the independent 
variables and leadership practices, age predicts ISV (t = 3.51, p < .01), CTP (t = 2.53, p < 
.05), EOA (t = 2.71, p < .01) and ETH (t = 3.85, p < .001). Size of student population 
predicts CTP (t = -2.43,  i < .05), EOA (t = -2.91, p < .01) and ETH (t = -4.43, p < .001). 
School counseling experience (t = 3.37, p <.01) and licensure (t = 2.33, p < .05) predict 
MTW. 
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Table 7 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting School Counselor Leadership 
Practices 
Subscale Variable B SE B ß 
MTW     
 Experience 0.17 0.05 .20** 
 Licensure 2.51 1.07 .14* 
ISV     
 Age 0.17 0.05 .21** 
CTP     
 Age 0.11 0.04 .15* 
 No. of Students !0.00 0.00 !.14* 
EOA     
 Age 0.08 0.03 .16** 
 No. of Students !0.00 0.00 !.17** 
ETH     
 Age 0.14 0.04 .22*** 
 No. of Students !0.00 0.00 !.25*** 
Note. MTW: F (2,273) = 10.09, p < .001 R
2
 = .07, adjusted R
2 
 = .06; ISV: F (1,274) = 
12.29, p <.01 R
2
 = .04, adjusted R
2
 = .04; CTP: F (2,273) = 6.94, p < .01 R
2 
 = .05, 
adjusted R
2
 = .04; EOA: F(2,273) = 8.90, p < .001 R
2
 = .06, adjusted R
2
 = .05; ETH: F 
(2,273) = 19.41, p < .001 R
2
 = .13, adjusted R
2
 = .12 
*p < .05. **p<.01. **p<.001. N = 305. 
Research Question 2 
Pearson’s r statistics regarding the level of comprehensive school counseling 
program implementation revealed a relationship with age (r(292) = .16, p = <. 01) and 
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school counseling experience (r(301) =  .17, p =  <. 01). Spearman’s rank statistics 
revealed relationships with highest degree (r(302) = .12, p = <. 05), and school type 
(r(302) = -.12, p < .05). Highest degree was coded “1-Add on”, “2-Masters”, “3-
Specialist” and “4-Doctorate” while school type was coded “1-Urban”, “2-Suburban” and 
“3-Rural.” Therefore, more fully implemented comprehensive school counseling 
programs may be those coordinated by older school counselors, those with more 
experience, those with advanced degrees or those in urban settings. Analyses of variance 
were run for highest degree and school type to determine differences within these groups. 
The resulting statistics revealed a difference for highest degree (F = 2.90, df = 3/299, p < 
.05, !2 = .03) Post-hoc testing using Tukey’s procedure, indicated a significant mean 
difference of 3.54 (p < .05) between those with a master’s degree and those with a 
specialist degree. However, given the small sample size for the add-on and doctorate 
groups, these results should be interpreted with caution. Means and standard deviations 
for highest degree are displayed in Table 8. No significant differences were found for 
school type. Forward regression analysis revealed that school counseling experience (" = 
.17, p < .01) significantly predicted program implementation (F(1,286) = 8.50, p < .01). 
Research Question 3 
A positive relationship was found between leadership practices and program 
implementation, supporting Ha3. Statistically significant correlations are displayed in 
Table 9. A standard forward regression analysis was performed between the dependent 
variable (program implementation) and the independent variables (leadership practice 
subscales). Table 10 displays the unstandardized regression coefficients (B) and the 
standardized regression coefficients (ß) for the variables. Regression analysis revealed 
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Table 8 
Means and Standard Deviations of Program Implementation Based on Highest Degree 
Variable n M SD 
Add-on 9 59.67 9.27 
Masters 174 59.74 10.29 
Specialist 109 63.28 9.49 
Doctorate 11 59.82 11.84 
N = 302. 
Table 9 
Correlations for Program Implementation and Leadership Practices 
 
Scale MTW ISV CTP EOA ETH 
PI .39** .29** .33** .36** .27** 
**p < .01. N = 305. 
Table 10 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Leadership Practices Predicting School Counseling 
Program Implementation 
Variable B SE  B ß Tolerance 
MTW 0.41 0.11 .27*** .50 
EOA 0.30 0.13 .17* .50 
Note. MTW = Model the Way, EOA = Enable Others to Act. F(2, 302) = 30.09, p < .001. 
R
2
 = .17, R
2
 = .16 
*p < .05. ***p < .001. 
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that the model predicted program implementation. In terms of the individual relationships 
between the independent variables and program implementation, Model the Way (t = 
3.65, p < .001) and Enable Others to Act (t = 2.28, p < .05) significantly predicted the 
level of program implementation. I suspected multicolinearity for the leadership sub-
scales, so tolerance statistics for the model are also reported. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
In this chapter, I discuss the results of the study. Included in this section are a 
connection between the obtained findings and the original hypotheses, discussion of the 
findings, implications for the preparation and training of school counselors, recommenda-
tions for future research, and a description of limitations of the study. 
Connection Between the Obtained Findings and Original Hypotheses 
This study had three hypotheses. All three hypotheses were supported by the 
findings of this research. The results of this study, with alpha set at .05, indicated the 
following: 
1. There are significant relationships between leadership practices and age, 
school counseling experience, prior teaching experience, licensure and 
time at the current school. There are small negative relationships between 
leadership practices and ASCA Model training in graduate school, year of 
the most recent degree, size of student population, and number of school 
counselors employed at the school. 
2. There are significant relationships between comprehensive school 
counseling program implementation and age, school counseling 
experience, highest degree, and school type. 
3. There are significant relationships between school counselor leadership 
practices and comprehensive program implementation. 
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Results for the follow up analyses indicated the following: 
1. School counselor age can be used to predict leadership practices of Inspire 
a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and 
Encourage the Heart. 
2. School counseling experience can be used to predict leadership practices 
of Model the Way. 
3. Size of the student population can be used to predict leadership practices 
of Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart. 
4. Licensure can be used to predict leadership practices of Model the Way. 
5. School counselors with specialist degrees score significantly higher on 
program implementation than those with only a master’s degree. 
6. School counseling experience can be used to predict program 
implementation.  
7. Model the Way and Enable Others to Act leadership practices can be used 
to predict program implementation. 
Discussion of the Obtained Findings 
Leadership and Age, Training and Experience 
The findings from this study suggest that, in general, older school counselors with 
older degrees, more experience, and longer terms in their schools report higher on 
leadership practices. School counselor age was a predictor of almost all leadership 
practices except for Model the Way, which was predicted by school counseling 
experience. In this study, age and experience have a strong relationship, suggesting that 
older school counselors typically have more experience. However, because there is a 
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relationship between age and most of the leadership practices, it is possible that older 
school counselors may score higher on leadership regardless of how long they have been 
in the field or in their current schools. Older school counselors may have more life 
experience, work experience, and maturity and more exposure to models of leadership 
that results in a more crystallized sense of their own leadership identity. Older school 
counselors are more likely to have the experience of working in schools longer which 
affords them a more comprehensive understanding of the role of school counselor leader-
ship practices in the field. Graduate training may only provide a theoretical understanding 
of leadership in school counseling while age and experience provide an actualized sense 
of one’s leadership identity. A study by Bodenhorn and Skaggs (2005) shows that school 
counselors who had been practicing for more than 3 years reported significantly higher 
on career-related self-efficacy than those who had been working less than 3 years. 
Veteran school counselors thus may have more work-related self-efficacy which may 
lead to a stronger leadership identity.  
This study’s finding that training in the ASCA Model does not show a positive 
relationship to leadership is interesting in light of the fact that leadership is recognized as 
an important aspect in school counseling by national movements such as the Transform-
ing School Counseling Initiative and the ASCA National Model (ASCA, 2003, 2005; 
DeVoss & Andrews, 2006; Martin, 2002; Paisley & Hayes, 2003). Although they were 
minimal, there were statistically significant negative correlations between having had the 
ASCA Model in graduate school and MTW and EOA practices. I had speculated prior to 
this study that because of the recent transformations in school counselor preparation, 
more recent graduates would report higher on leadership practices. As a similar example, 
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a study by Holcomb-McCoy (2001) on the multicultural competence of school counselors 
revealed the surprising finding that multicultural coursework had no effect on perceived 
multicultural competence. A second study done 4 years later revealed contrasting results 
that multicultural coursework did indeed affect multicultural competence (Holcomb-
McCoy, 2005). It is possible however, that even with recent transformations, current 
preparation programs are not intentionally addressing leadership or are teaching it as a set 
of skills rather than as a central part of school counselors’ professional identity. Because 
it has only been recently that school counselor preparation programs have begun to 
include curriculum on leadership, it is possible that there may not yet be a critical mass of 
school counseling graduates with specific training on leadership to indicate that there is a 
positive relationship between preparation and leadership identity. As in the research on 
school counselor multicultural competence (Holcomb-McCoy 2001, 2005), it will be 
worthwhile for the relationship between school counselor training and leadership to be 
investigated again. 
Additionally, older or veteran school counselors may perceive they have, or 
should have, stronger leadership skills simply because of their age or experience or 
because others expect them to be leaders and put them in leadership positions. Converse-
ly, younger school counselors may perceive themselves to be less competent and may 
feel overwhelmed with all they have to learn on the job (Desmond, West & Bubenzer, 
2007; VanZandt & Perry, 1992). Younger and novice school counselors may not report 
as high on leadership practices because they lack or perceive they lack necessary know-
ledge, experience, or skills or because they do not think of themselves as leading. 
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Additionally the school, as a system, may support veteran school counselors’ 
reporting higher on leadership through operational structures that value a power 
differential based on experience and tenure. In schools where there is more than one 
school counselor, there may be a title of “lead counselor,” “head counselor,” or 
“department head.” When more veteran school counselors are elected or appointed to 
these positions, this may contribute to a school counselor’s perception of oneself as a 
leader and, consequently, to those not serving in the position as being less of a leader. 
Some schools also use formal or informal staff mentoring programs whereby veterans are 
charged to guide their novice colleagues. Research supports that mentoring can be a 
valuable resource for new school counselors acclimating to the profession (Desmond et 
al., 2007; VanZandt & Perry, 1992). However, on a school counseling team, a perceived 
power differential might suggest the idea that the veteran school counselor is the one with 
more valuable knowledge and, thereby, is the “leader” in the dyad. Despite the research 
that indicates that prior teaching experience is not an indication of greater competence as 
a school counselor (Olson & Allen, 1993; Smith, 2001), it is still common practice for 
principals, many of whom are not familiar with recent transformations in school 
counseling, to prefer hiring school counselors with experience and those with prior 
teaching experience. Such hiring practices also suggest that others perceive school 
counselor leadership as a function of age and experience. 
Finally, licensure is a predictor of Model the Way practices. One reason that 
school counselors who have obtained licensure may report higher on these practices is 
because of the additional professional training, clinical experience, and supervision 
required for licensure as well as the professional distinction of the licensure itself. 
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Additionally, those with licensure may have a private practice or provide supervision to 
other counselors and therefore they may hone additional leadership practices and skills 
over school counselors without a license. 
Program Implementation and Age, Training, and Experience 
Just as older, more veteran school counselors in this study reported higher on 
leadership, reports of program implementation also appear to be related to experience and 
age. If the more veteran school counselors in this study typically graduated longer ago, 
then this is another interesting finding because the items in the SCPIS are based on 
elements of the ASCA Model, which was only introduced in 2003. Prior to the TSCI and 
the ASCA Model, there was little training in school counseling graduate programs on 
advocacy, accountability, use of data, use of technology, or program evaluation (ASCA, 
2003; DeVoss & Andrews, 2006; Martin, 2002; Paisley & Hayes, 2003; Paisley & 
McMahon, 2001), all elements that are measured by the SCPIS. Perhaps veteran school 
counselors believe that they have or that they should have more fully implemented school 
counseling programs because they have more experience, are older, or are expected to by 
others. Veteran school counselors may also have a different definition of program imple-
mentation based on older training models and rank themselves high based on such a 
definition. Perhaps more experience provides veteran school counselors with a broader 
knowledge base for understanding aspects of program implementation which may not be 
as fully understood earlier in the profession, such as which programs work best with 
certain populations, timing and scheduling of interventions based on the school calendar, 
who to garner support from and how to get it, how to access available data and resources, 
and how best to communicate the program to the school community. Conversely, and 
79 
 
similar to leadership practices, novice school counselors may not view their programs as 
well implemented because they do not have the experience of their veteran counterparts. 
School counselors with less experience may not perceive themselves to be as knowledge-
able about the operations of the school, the school community or about managing school 
counseling program implementation (Desmond et al., 2007). Furthermore, novice school 
counselors may score lower on program implementation because they have an idealized 
notion of a comprehensive program, one that they aspire to but do not believe they have 
yet achieved. 
Leadership and Program Implementation 
Based on results of this study, I suggest that there is a relationship between 
leadership practices and school counseling program implementation. School counselors 
who score higher on leadership practices also score higher on program implementation. 
Thus, school counselor leadership practices are related to more fully implemented 
comprehensive programs. 
Scores on the LPI indicate that school counselors, on average, score higher on 
what Dollarhide (2003) and Bolman and Deal (1991) might delegate as “human resource” 
leadership practices (MTW, EOA, ETH) but lower on “symbolic” and “political” 
leadership practices (ISV, CTP). This trend may appear in the data because of the 
supportive, humanistic nature of counseling itself or because of the relationship-oriented 
personalities that are attracted to the field. Another argument can be made that higher 
“human resource” scores are evident because more veteran school counselors may have 
been trained under a mental health model that emphasized an individual client focus 
rather than the current transformed model that emphasizes a programmatic focus. 
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Challenge the Process or “political” leadership and ISV or “symbolic” leadership are not 
likely to have been taught in the context of a mental health model. Furthermore, these 
practices may be perceived by school counselors as too directive and in direct contrast to 
their comfort with a supportive function. Currently, ISV and CTP practices may be more 
likely to be part of preparation programs that incorporate the ASCA Model, TSCI and 
programmatic frameworks, which emphasize leadership, advocacy and systemic change. 
My findings show that specific leadership practices of MTW and EOA predict 
program implementation. In this study, the highest scores for MTW practices were 
“following through on promises and commitments” and “setting an example for what is 
expected of others”; the highest scores on practices for EOA were “treating others with 
dignity and respect” and “developing cooperative relationships with others.” These 
practices may assist in school counseling program implementation by positioning the 
school counselor as an example of and vehicle for the mutually supportive processes 
needed among and between educators and stakeholders. Along these lines, research on 
teacher leadership notes that leadership is not a separate, titled activity but is non-
hierarchical, systemic in nature (Silva et al., 2000) and allows colleagues to enable each 
others’ professional practice (Wasley, 1991). School counselors who follow through on 
commitments can be seen as reliable, and they are therefore more likely to be received 
well and sought out by students, parents, and staff. Setting an example means the school 
counselor can help create a positive tone for the school’s climate and allow others to 
observe alternate ways of approaching tasks, students, parents and staff, based on 
humanistic aspects of counselor training and functioning. By treating others with dignity 
and respect, school counselors encourage a positive school climate and may be more 
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likely to be included on school leadership teams because of their openness to all 
viewpoints. School counselors who develop cooperative relationships with others can 
garner support for their programs because they acknowledge the important contributions 
their educator colleagues bring to addressing common school goals (Bemak, 2000; 
Paisley & McMahon, 2001). Supporting this notion, results from the SCPIS show that in 
this study, participants reported highest on having services that are organized so that all 
students have access, on all students’ receiving classroom guidance, and on having an 
effective referral and follow up system. Therefore, establishing collaborative relation-
ships within the school and the school community is essential to providing these 
components of a more fully implemented school counseling program (Bemak; Paisley & 
McMahon). In summary, when school counselors lead in such a way so as to engender 
their unique value and simultaneously champion the unique value of others in the educa-
tional process, they leverage their ability to implement the school counseling program to 
a fuller extent and to contribute to student success.  
Implications for Preparation and Training 
Based on findings from this study, training is not a variable in school counselor 
leadership practices. However, results of this research do indicate a relationship between 
leadership practices and comprehensive program implementation. Therefore, I recom-
mend that school counseling programs make greater efforts to include coursework, 
curriculum, and activities related to leadership. Additionally, I recommend that school 
counseling supervisors and school district staff who oversee school counselors provide 
professional development that addresses leadership and program implementation. If 
leadership and program implementation are functions of age and experience then school 
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counselors need earmarked opportunities throughout their careers to receive training on 
these topics and to dialogue about these topics. Furthermore, it is incumbent upon those 
providing training to teach leadership as an integrated identity central to school counsel-
ing, not merely as an optional set of skills or simply as a component addressed in current 
models.  
Based on findings from this study that suggest older and veteran school counselor 
report higher on leadership and program implementation, I recommend that district level 
school counseling personnel and graduate programs provide opportunities for school 
counseling students and new school counselors to interact with veteran school counselors 
to discuss applications of leadership and program implementation. Bodenhorn and 
Skaggs (2005) note that self-efficacy scores of school counselors increase significantly 
after graduating and completing 1 year of school counseling experience. Therefore, in 
collaborative professional settings, practitioners can share with students and new school 
counselors how their experiences in the field have shaped their ideas of leadership, 
contributed to self-efficacy or affected their implementation of comprehensive programs. 
Furthermore, practicing school counselors can provide examples of the kinds of 
resistance they face when using leadership practices and implementing programs as well 
as the strategies used to manage resistance. There are several examples of this type of 
collaboration in which novice and veteran practitioners interact together. For example, 
Thomas (2005) presents a model from St. Mary’s College of California in which 
university faculty facilitates alumni peer consultation groups for school counseling 
graduates. In these peer groups, school counselors trained in the same program come 
together with varying experience levels to engage in professional development and 
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support. Another model for this type of collaboration is the counselor-in-residence 
program (Beale, Copenhaver, Leone, & Grinnan, 1997), in which a practicing school 
counselor serves for 1 year as an instructor, presenter, and supervisor in a university 
school counseling degree program.  
Involving school counseling students and novice practitioners in interactions with 
experienced practitioners can highlight the benefits of various approaches to school 
counseling practice. While recently trained school counselors can bring innovative tools 
and fresh ideas to energize the school counseling program, veteran school counselors can 
provide the knowledge of program management and familiarity with the school climate. 
School counselor educators and professional development providers can assist in 
acknowledging the mutual interdependence these complementary counselor contributions 
have in implementing school counseling programs that focus on improving student 
achievement.  
School counselor educators and district personnel should also consider the 
benefits of recruiting veteran school counselors as site supervisors for school counseling 
practicum and internship experiences. School counselors who have experience yet who 
are also receptive to the innovations in school counselor training may be able to provide 
an ideal training experience. Experienced school counselors who welcome current 
innovations have the tenure to understand better their leadership capacity within the 
sociopolitical operations of school culture and have more established programs yet are 
open to restructuring the program to serve all students better. 
In addition, school principals or human resources personnel who hire for school 
counseling positions should consider employing school counselors with a variety of 
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experience levels and training backgrounds who are open to working with one another so 
that they may balance each other’s professional strengths. School principals and district 
staff can better support, at systemic and operational levels, the partnership of novice and 
veteran school counselors if they are accurately informed about the unique contributions 
veteran and novice school counselors have to offer the school counseling program.  
I also recommend that school counselor preparation programs and school 
counseling supervisors provide access to models of leadership from various fields. As 
suggested by the work of Bolman and Deal (1991) and Dollarhide (2003), school coun-
seling coursework on leadership should address the differences between human resource, 
symbolic and political leadership, emphasizing ways in which school counselors can 
develop each of these leadership areas. Moreover, attention should be paid to the ways in 
which school counselors can utilize different leadership practices in a variety of contexts 
and with a variety of stakeholders so as to maximize program potential. Because this 
research demonstrates that school counselors are most likely to possess human resource 
leadership practices, it may be helpful for leaders from other fields, such as science, 
business, or politics who may possess leadership practices in other areas, to share with 
school counseling students and practitioners other leadership strategies. Such profes-
sionals could provide an enhanced understanding of the symbolic and political leadership 
practices in which school counselors may lack.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
This exploratory study has attempted to address questions related to school 
counselor leadership and comprehensive program implementation and contributes to the 
body of literature in the field. As a result of this research, more questions arise about the 
85 
 
nature of school counselor leadership and school counseling program implementation. In 
this section, recommendations for future research are presented. 
I recommend further examination of leadership training for school counselors. 
While recent transformations in the field espouse leadership for school counselors, little 
is known about how or even if this construct is transferred to preservice and practicing 
school counselors. Future research should examine how the leadership construct is being 
addressed through graduate programs and professional development. Results of this study 
indicate that graduate training on the ASCA Model did not have a positive relationship to 
leadership; thus, it is important to know if school counselor preparation programs 
incorporate leadership into the curriculum and to what extent. Additional research is 
needed from the school counseling preparation programs that have followed the 
Transforming School Counseling Initiative or graduate programs that have implemented 
similar changes in school counseling curriculum to determine whether or not these 
graduates affect the field differently from graduates who are not from these programs. 
Further questions about leadership practices and school counseling program implementa-
tion based on school counselor preparation programs will need to be addressed so as to 
add to graduate course design and the literature on school counselor education.  
Findings from this study also show that many participants attended a professional 
development session on the ASCA model. Future research should also investigate the 
role that professional development has on veteran school counselors’ leadership and 
program implementation constructs, including those who serve in leadership positions at 
their school. Furthermore, there may be different definitions of leadership and program 
implementation for novice and veteran school counselors. I recommend that qualitative 
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research be used to examine more deeply definitions of leadership and program imple-
mentation based on age and experience. 
The accountability driven climate of NCLB continues to create the need for more 
outcome research on the effectiveness of comprehensive school counseling programs 
(McGannon, Carey, & Dimmitt, 2005; Otwell & Mullis, 1997; Whiston, 2002; Whiston 
& Sexton, 1998). Future research should investigate the relationship between comprehen-
sive school counseling program implementation and specific student achievement out-
comes such as school attendance, graduation rates, grade point averages, standardized test 
scores, and course enrollment patterns. Research from practitioners is especially impor-
tant for the future so that ideas can be disseminated regarding specific school counseling 
interventions and program management strategies that contribute to student achievement 
(Borders & Drury, 1992; Whiston & Sexton). As the proliferation of the transformation 
of school counseling continues and the ASCA Model persists as the framework for 
school counseling programs, future research also needs to examine issues related to 
leadership and program implementation for those who have been trained under such 
transformational concepts. It will be important to know if the transformations in practice 
and in preparation do in fact contribute to student achievement and if they contribute to 
changes in perceptions about the value and roles of school counseling and school coun-
selors (Amatea & Clark, 2005; Lieberman, 2004). 
Future research regarding school counselor leadership should also examine 
perceptions of leadership practices by using the LPI Self Form used in this study in 
conjunction with the LPI-Observer Form. A participant’s supervisor, peer, or subordinate 
typically completes the LPI-Observer Form. Relationships should be examined between 
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school counselors’ reports of their leadership practices and their principals’ or 
colleagues’ observations of their practices. Understanding different educators’ 
perspectives on school counselor leadership may help counselor educators, professional 
development providers, school staff and school counselors themselves further understand 
the roles of leadership in school counseling practice. 
Finally, I recommend that future studies on school counselor leadership and 
program implementation be aimed at professionals and students in a variety of educa-
tional fields outside of school counseling. Drawing upon the collaborative, cross-disci-
plinary models presented by Nichter and Nelson (2006), and Kirchner and Setchfield 
(2001), I recommend that school counseling students and students in other educational 
programs, such as teacher education, educational leadership and student support fields, 
have opportunities to engage in coursework and activities together. Such opportunities 
should include discussion of school counselor leadership, comprehensive school counsel-
ing programs and creative ways in which school counselors and other school profession-
als can work towards common goals of student achievement. 
Limitations of the Study 
The following limitations were recognized: 
1. Both of the instruments used in this study utilize self-report items. 
Participants’ responses on the leadership and program implementation 
scales may have reflected a desire to appear competent in these areas. 
Participants may have responded as they did because they perceived they 
were being observed by the researcher or by other colleagues. 
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2. A selection bias was another limitation of the sample in this study. 
Because of the convenience sampling procedures used in this study, 
participants were limited to those who volunteered. The majority of 
participants were recruited from a statewide school counseling conference. 
School counselors who seek professional growth by attending professional 
development opportunities and being members of professional 
organizations may naturally be more likely to score higher on leadership 
and program implementation than those who do not seek these oppor-
tunities. Nonrandom sampling procedures used in this study may have led 
to the sample’s not being representative of the school counselor population 
in the state where the study was conducted. Therefore, this limitation 
affects the generalizability of the results to other populations. 
3. This study was completed with school counselors in a single southeastern 
state in the United States. Additionally, this state has several school 
counseling preparation programs that incorporate the ASCA National 
Model into the curriculum. Thus, results regarding leadership practices 
and program implementation may not be generalizable to school counselor 
populations in other geographic regions. 
4. The instrument measuring school counseling program implementation 
used in this study, the SCPIS, was a relatively new instrument used only 
on small samples. The initial sample was a group of 60 secondary school 
counselors. Because this study involved 71.4% of participants who work 
at elementary or middle school levels, this instrument may not have been 
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an accurate measure of school counselor program implementation at these 
settings. However, there were no other instruments measuring this 
construct at the time that the study was done.  
5. Although regression indicated that particular leadership behaviors predict 
program implementation, the high correlations between the items in the 
subscales on the LPI present an issue of multicollinearity. Multi-
collinearity suggests that high correlations between items makes it 
difficult to assess definitively which items are truly predictive because 
they are measuring such similar constructs. 
In this research, I attempted to examine the relationship between school counselor 
leadership practices and comprehensive program implementation. Based on results of the 
research, I posit that age and experience are factors in predicting particular leadership 
practices and in predicting the extent of program implementation. Findings from this 
study have significant implications for the preparation and practice of school counselors. 
Additionally, this research presents important ideas for school counselor supervisors, 
school administrators, and other school personnel who work with school counselors.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Consent Form 
 
Georgia State University 
Department of Counseling and Psychological Services 
Informed Consent 
 
Title: School Counselor Leadership Practices and Program Implementation 
Principal Investigator: Dr. George McMahon, Student Principal Investigator: Erin Mason 
 
I. Purpose: You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of this study is to understand the 
relationship between school counselor leadership practices at the local school and school counseling program 
implementation. You are invited to participate because you are a practicing school counselor. A total of 300 
participants will be recruited for this study. Participation will require 20-30 minutes of your time. 
II. Procedures: If you decide to participate, you will complete and return a research packet. The packet takes 
approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. Included in the packet are a demographic form and two surveys. You may 
request to review the packet before deciding whether or not you will participate in this research. You may complete the 
packet at this table or you may return the completed packet to the table during the conference. 
III. Risks: In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal day of life. 
IV. Benefits: Participation in this study will not benefit you personally. Results from this study will help in designing 
future training and professional learning for school counselors.  
V. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal: Participation in research is voluntary. You do not have to be in this 
study. If you decide to be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to drop out at any time. You may skip 
questions or stop participating at any time.  
VI. Confidentiality: We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. We will use a study number 
rather than your name on study records. Your consent form will be stored separately from your data and under lock and 
key. Only the principal investigators will have access to the information you provide. It will be stored in a locked 
cabinet. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not appear when we present this study or publish its 
results. The findings will be summarized and reported in group form. You will not be identified personally. 
VII. Contact Persons: Should you have any questions about your participation in this research you may contact Erin 
Mason, student investigator at 404-384-6567 or ecmm@mindspring.com, or, or the principal investigator, Dr. George 
McMahon at 404-413-8200 or gmcmahon@gsu.edu. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a 
participant in this research study, you may contact Susan Vogtner in the Office of Research Integrity at 404-413-3513 
or svogtner1@gsu.edu. 
VIII. Copy of Consent Form to Subject: We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep. If you are willing to 
volunteer for this research, please sign below. 
 
 
 
Participant Name    Signature     Date 
 
 
H. George McMahon 
Principal Investigator Name   Signature     Date 
 
 
Erin Mason 
Student Principal Investigator Name  Signature     Date 
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The Leadership Practices Inventory, Self, 3
rd
 ed. 
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The School Counseling Program Implementation Scale 
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